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Abstract 
This thesis presents an analysis of wilderness protected areas as domestic territorialisation processes 
in the USA and Australia. It argues that the process of building wilderness territory has an iterative 
effect of mediating human/nature relationships through changing access to forest resources.  
Philosophers, historians, and writers have sought to answer the question of humanity’s place in 
nature through the idea of wilderness. In both the USA and Australia, narratives range from 
wilderness as an idea and a place that is terrible and indifferent, pristine and Edenic, playground and 
park, and fortress of biodiversity. This thesis seeks to contribute to understanding how the concept 
of wilderness currently inhabits the political sphere in the USA and Australia. It responds to calls in 
the fields of anthropology and geography to increase the involvement of the social sciences in 
conservation science, and arises from gaps in previous literature on the political ecology of 
developed countries. 
 
The thesis focuses on forest wilderness on the Olympic Peninsula, USA and in Tasmania, Australia, 
to explore how wilderness protected areas change and mediate peoples’ access to forest resources, 
how wilderness and World Heritage intersect to mediate access, and how wilderness protected areas 
mediate human/nature relationships. The thesis considers wilderness as a territorialisation process, a 
set of policies or strategies used to assert authority over resources, and behaviour in relation to those 
resources, within a given area. Through examples in debates over wilderness legislation and 
management in the two case-study sites, the thesis analyses the ways in which wilderness is used to 
assert physical and narrative control over geographic areas by both state and non-state actors. It 
traces the processes of territorialisation of forests in a Global North context, concluding that 
wilderness conservation constitutes a form of conceptual re-territorialisation. It explores the role of 
the World Heritage system in this process, concluding that World Heritage is used as a tool for 
domestic territorial control over wilderness resources. The thesis then builds a case for political 
wilderness, an iterative process by which people’s access to forest resources changes human/nature 
narratives, and vice versa. The thesis interrogates how discourse from conservation science and 
heritage-making is used by the nation-state, as well as non-state actors, to build and maintain 
legitimacy over resource access. It concludes with an outline of opportunities for future research on 
wilderness, territorialisation in developed countries, and natural heritage. 
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Whate'er the theme, the Maiden sang 
As if her song could have no ending; 
I saw her singing at her work, 
And o'er the sickle bending;— 
I listened, motionless and still; 
And, as I mounted up the hill,  
The music in my heart I bore,  
Long after it was heard no more. 
- excerpted from ‘The Solitary Reaper’, William Wordsworth, 1807 
 
For all the wildernesses that delight us with their songs, though they may only linger in our hearts. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Running 120 kilometres along the coast of the Olympic Peninsula, in the northwest corner of the 
USA, is a ribbon of coastline called Third Beach, part of Olympic National Park. This area of 
Olympic National Park is only one to two kilometres wide in most places, bordered on one side by 
Highway 101 and on the other by the Pacific Ocean. Despite its narrow boundaries, the strip of 
coastline is designated as ‘wilderness’ under the USA’s Wilderness Act 1964 (USA), an act created 
“to secure for the American people of present and future generations the benefits of an enduring 
resource of wilderness” (s. 2A). Unlike many of America’s beaches, and despite its proximity to the 
urban centre of Seattle, Washington, Third Beach is billed as “the most primitive natural coastline 
in the contiguous 48 states” and is often completely empty of visible human impact (US National 
Park Service 2018a).  
 
In his 1862 essay Walking, Henry David Thoreau mused on the importance of walking in ‘wildness’ 
for shaking off the politics of human society. “In one half-hour I can walk off to some portion of the 
earth's surface where a man does not stand from one year's end to another, and there, consequently, 
politics are not, for they are but as the cigar-smoke of a man” (Thoreau 1862). When he wrote those 
words, Thoreau did not know just how political the idea of wilderness would become. ‘Wilderness’ 
is understood in many different ways. It has been described as a place and experience of “unbroken 
country, primitive conditions and intimate contact with the earth” (Olson 1938, p. 97), as a 
“reflection of our own unexamined longings and desires” (Cronon 1995, p. 472), and as a “narrow 
and inequitable conservation practice” (Guha 1989, p. 235). At the interface of these descriptions is 
a narrative about “how human societies use and shape nature to their own ends” (Greenberg 2006, 
p. 126), a core issue for the discipline of political ecology. This thesis will explore how wilderness 
mediates human relationships to nature through the perspectives of political ecology. It will argue 
that wilderness protected areas can be understood in part as a type of ‘territorialisation practice’, 
defining, delineating and controlling nature according to certain categories, and ultimately 
transforming human/nature relationships. The study follows the story of forest wilderness and 
World Heritage in two sites, the Olympic Peninsula, USA, and Tasmania, Australia. 
 
Third Beach is part of a 3500 square kilometre area of forest, glaciers, beaches and rivers called the 
Daniel J. Evans Wilderness, within Olympic National Park, so named to commemorate the former 
Washington State Governor and Senator. Senator Evans is credited with creating more than 605,000 
hectares of protected wilderness areas in Washington from 1965 to 1989. Senator Evans’ wilderness 
priorities were representative of the time.  The era saw American ideas about wilderness shift from 
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the cultural and philosophical domains into the political, fomented by a growing concern for the 
impact of human development on natural areas, as well as interest in wilderness as a part of national 
heritage and identity. Since the USA passed the Wilderness Act, the U.S. federal government has 
listed over 44 million hectares of wilderness. By passing the Act, politicians such as Daniel J. Evans 
helped transform the intangible concept of wilderness, an idea explored for generations in Western 
literature and ideology, into a tangible political boundary that could be defined, legislated and 
enforced. 
 
A similar movement was happening in Australia. A campaign in the early 1960s to protect Lake 
Pedder, located in the southern State of Tasmania, from flooding by the Tasmanian Hydroelectric 
Commission ignited debate about wilderness preservation across the nation. Lake Pedder, 
considered by some to be the “jewel of Tasmania’s south-west wilderness” (Buckman 2008, p. 14), 
was located at the confluence of two highly political hydroelectric projects, the Gordon and 
Serpentine Dams. Activists in Tasmania worked for over a decade to prevent the lake from being 
flooded, in the process changing how many Australians perceived industrial development and the 
importance of environmental conservation in their country (Buckman 2008, pp. 14-36). Despite the 
campaign, Lake Pedder was ultimately inundated in 1972 when the hydroelectric project was 
completed. The Lake Pedder campaign, and its inability to prevent the flooding of Lake Pedder, set 
the trajectory for wilderness politics in Tasmania by creating a cohesive environmental movement 
that was determined never to let a ‘Lake Pedder incident’ happen again (Hutton and Connors 199, 
pp. 121-122). The Lake Pedder Action Committee, originally created to campaign for Lake 
Pedder’s protection, formed the first ‘green’ political party in the world – the United Tasmania 
Group – in 1972 (Buckman 2008, p. 25). The Lake Pedder campaign, among other 
contemporaneous environmental campaigns, also transformed the platform for environmental 
movements, as debates about wilderness were drawn out from the bureaucratic shadows to become 
public political debates for the first time in Australia (Hutton & Connors 1999, pp. 126-127, 158-
159).  
 
Alongside the changing ideas about wilderness within the USA and Australia, an international 
movement to recognise the global value of exceptional natural areas also took form. In 1972, 
UNESCO adopted the World Heritage Convention (WHC), ratified by the USA in 1973 and 
Australia in 1974. The WHC was created to protect “the world's superb natural and scenic areas and 
historic sites for the present and the future of the entire world citizenry” (National Citizens’ 
Committee 1965). Between 1972 and 2018, World Heritage status has been granted to over 294 
million hectares in 203 natural sites and 35 mixed sites, including 13 in the USA and 16 in 
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Australia. Though World Heritage criteria do not seek to protect wilderness specifically, through its 
primary Advisory Body on natural sites, the International Union for Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN), World Heritage is sometimes a global mediator in the debate about wilderness protection. 
The IUCN has classified ‘wilderness’ as a distinct protected area category since 1994 (IUCN 2004). 
About 545,000 km2, or 1.8% of the world’s total wilderness, is estimated to be found within World 
Heritage sites and approximately 25% of natural and mixed World Heritage sites contain wilderness 
as it is defined by the IUCN, spread across all continents (except Antarctica) (Kormos et al. 2017, 
pp. 28-29). 
 
In order to study the political ecology of wilderness, this chapter first outlines some of the different 
ways ‘wilderness’ is understood in the USA and Australia.  It then explains some of the political 
and social problems associated with wilderness that give rise to this research, introduces the 
research questions, and outlines the thesis structure.   
 
1.1 – Wilderness defined 
Wilderness is described as a philosophical, cultural and physical phenomenon. Defined in subtly 
different ways, the concept is founded in the idea that there is something, an idea or a place, that is 
not ‘human’. Wilderness may be a terrible and awesome place, or an idyllic Eden, but it is always 
just outside humankind’s ability to grasp. Wilderness is primarily a Western concept, born out of 
Judeo-Christian nature-culture dualism (Oelschlaeger 1991, p. 43). In Australia and the USA, 
wilderness was important for the development of colonial and post-colonial national identity (Lines 
1999, pp. 25-26; Cronon 1995, pp. 479-481). The concept of wilderness underwent a transformation 
in the 20th century, from something dangerous and evil, to a place for the recreation and soothing of 
the human soul, and finally as a tool to address the growing global crises of climate change and 
mass extinction (Foreman 1995, pp. 570-574). This section will briefly trace the development of the 
Western wilderness concept and explain how it is defined in the literature today1.  
 
1.1.1 – A philosophical wilderness 
Wilderness is a well-explored tenet in Western philosophy. Some scholars have described 
wilderness, or wildness, as a construct of human society, one that helps humanity define itself by 
defining that which it is not (e.g. Oelschlaeger 1991, pp. 8-9; Cronon 1995, pp. 471-472). 
Oelschlaeger (1991) suggests wilderness could be understood as existing on a “continuum, where it 
                                               
1 For discussions of the wilderness concept in other philosophies, see Callicott and Nelson 1998 The 
Great New Wilderness Debate 
4 
 
is at one end, little more than a romantic anachronism and, on the other, a category intrinsically 
bound up with the emergence of an evolutionary viewpoint on cosmological process” (p. 3). He 
paints a continuum through human history of contemplating the concept of wilderness. Palaeolithic 
humans, he argues, “could not become lost in the wilderness, since it did not exist” (p. 14), but 
wilderness was ‘invented’ when Mesolithic and Neolithic peoples began agricultural practices and 
“literally rose up and attempted to dominate the wilderness” (p. 28).  
 
The concept of a humanity separate from nature, a ‘good and evil’ dualism, strengthened and 
matured in Greek and Judeo-Christian traditions, which dichotomised “the supernatural from the 
natural, the sacred from the profane” (Oelschlaeger 1991, p. 66). Cronon (1995) argues that 
wilderness provides a conceptual framework for Western people to understand their relationship to 
nature: they both cherish and fear it, but they are not a part of it (pp. 483-485). Hintz (2007) states 
“wilderness – our social goal, our human product – is envisioned as a non-social place/state of 
unencumbered ecology. Core reserves [wilderness], however, are not something against which 
‘experiments’ can be gauged. They are but one of many human experiments” (original emphasis, p. 
186). Cronon (1995) also argues that wilderness is a “cultural invention”:  
“Far from being the one place on earth that stands apart from humanity, it is quite 
profoundly a human creation – indeed, the creation of very particular human cultures at very 
particular moments in human history. It is not a pristine sanctuary where the last remnant of 
an untouched, endangered, but still transcendent nature can for at least a little while longer 
be encountered without the contaminating taint of civilization. Instead, it is a product of that 
civilization, and could hardly be contaminated by the very stuff of which it is made” (pp. 
471-472). 
 
1.1.2 – A cultural wilderness in the USA and Australia 
For the European settlers2 of the USA and Australia, wilderness was the ‘other’, something to fear 
and conquer (Lines 1999, pp. 25-26; Nash 2014, pp. 24-28). Early in the history of the country, as 
Americans settlers were expanding into the west, the nation was seeking an identity (Cronon 1995, 
pp. 479-481). The great American expanse of ‘wild spaces’, and the American character that braved 
and conquered these spaces, was an important answer in this search for identity (Cronon 1995, pp. 
480-481). In his Frontier Thesis, historian Frederick Jackson Turner (1921) maintained that the 
                                               
2 For discussion of American and Australian Indigenous peoples’ perspectives on the concept of 
wilderness, particularly in the context of colonialisation, see Standing Bear 1933; Gomez-Pompa 
and Kaus 1992; Denevan 1992; Bayet 1994; Langton 1996; Plumwood 1998; Langton 1999). 
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contest of westward expansion, or “winning a wilderness”, was fundamental to the American 
characteristics of “individualism...and exuberance that comes with freedom”. Australia has a similar 
story of settler colonialism and the role of wilderness, though not always by that name. Usually 
referred to as “the bush”, Australians shared with the USA a similar narrative of brave European 
settlers forging into ever more ‘uncivilised’ and challenging territory (Lines 1999, p. 48-49; Hall 
2007, p. 45). Even early in Australia’s history, the majority of people lived in cities and feared the 
bush, and yet shared in the lore of conquering nature: “Most Australians accepted the fundamental 
ideology of modern society, that pursuit of mastery over nature would bind the bitterly divided 
human species” (Lines 1999, p. 184).    
 
As the American frontier shrank, and the Australian bush was settled, narratives about wilderness 
began to transform, from a landscape of challenge and danger to a paradise at risk of disappearing 
(Cronon 1995, p. 481; Plumwood 1998, p. 658). Writers and leaders such as Henry David Thoreau, 
Theodore Roosevelt, John Muir and Aldo Leopold in the USA, and Myles Dunphy and 
photographer John Watt Beattie in Australia (Hutton and Connors 1999, pp. 65-68, 76-77), were 
instrumental in embedding a new wilderness philosophy into the zeitgeists of both countries. 
“Thousands of tired, nerve-shaken, over-civilized people are beginning to find out that going to the 
mountains is going home; that wildness is a necessity; and that mountain parks and reservations are 
useful not only as fountains of timber and irrigating rivers, but as fountains of life” (Muir 1901, p. 
48).  
 
Despite the USA origin of many of these writings, they also helped transform Australia’s national 
sentiment in the first half of the 20th century, inspiring Australian naturalist societies to challenge 
industrial exploitation of the Australian bush (Hutton and Connors 1999, pp. 19-22, 76). Australian 
and American activists advocated for an escape to solitude from an unhealthy urban lifestyle by 
experiencing wilderness and bush through bushwalking/hiking and bushcraft/woodcraft (Hutton and 
Connors 1999, p. 78). “For the nature conservationists of the early twentieth century, being 
outdoors and part of nature was not just a pleasurable recreation, but a morally ennobling activity” 
(Hutton and Connors 1999, p. 77). These beliefs were founded in the idea that wilderness was 
critical to the human soul, and so needed to be protected for the sake of humanity (Nelson 1998, pp. 
164-165). 
 
1.1.3 – A physical wilderness – wilderness as a protected area 
In the USA, changing ideas about wilderness resulted in the Wilderness Act. The Wilderness Act, 
though steeped in the spiritualism of wilderness promulgated by Muir, Leopold and others, also 
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established wilderness as a physical place that could be described, bounded and managed (Woods 
1998, pp. 146-148). Through the concept of the wilderness protected area, wilderness became a 
place that needed to be protected from humans (Callicott 1996, p. 588). “Wilderness [in contrast to 
wildness] can be regarded as a thing, and as such, susceptible to identification and management” 
(Evernden 1992, p. 121).  The Wilderness Act transformed previously philosophical ideas about 
wilderness into a concrete definition enforceable under law: “an area where the earth and 
community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain” 
(Wilderness Act 1964, s. 2c). “The intention of the wilderness bill was to make any alteration of 
wilderness conditions within the system illegal” (Nash 2014, p. 222).  
 
Though no Federal-level legislation specifically for the protection of wilderness emerged in 
Australia, the 1960s and 70s produced a strong environmental movement that saw a sweeping 
creation of protected areas and national parks across the country (Hall 2007, pp. 51-52). Many of 
these national parks exhibited wilderness or so-called ‘primitive’ traits, especially in Tasmania, and 
the conservation movement worked through a variety of mechanisms to see them maintained in this 
condition (Hall 2007, p. 51-52). Several Australian states did adopt state-level legislation specific to 
wilderness that mirrored in part the language of the USA Wilderness Act (Herath 2002, pp. 149-
150). In Australia, World Heritage designation and associated domestic legislation arose as a 
prominent mechanism for defining and mediating wilderness; this relationships is discussed in 
Chapter Six. 
 
As more wilderness protected areas were created, a new question was emerging: was wilderness 
defined in terms of human experience of the landscape, or could it be defined on its own terms, on 
its physical traits and intrinsic value independent of human experience (Nelson 1998, pp. 191-192)? 
Turner (2002) states that there is a conflict of interest between two competing definitions of 
wilderness: either a “recreational resource” or an “ecological reserve for posterity” (p. 463). Turner 
argues that the conflict is reconciled by transiting from early wilderness ideals of “living off the 
land” to instead a “Leave no Trace” ethic where people are visitors to wilderness and make every 
effort not to disturb the land around them. The discourse of wilderness is thus shifted to an 
ecological reserve which humans are allowed to visit, but where the noticeable presence of modern 
humans is a fundamental threat (Turner 2002). 
 
A desire to maintain these prescribed areas in a ‘wilderness condition’ necessitated an exercise of 
describing the physical traits of wilderness in a way that could be categorized, mapped and 
measured. Fields such as conservation science, which emerged in the 1980s as a result of the 
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environmental movement, worked to define wilderness by its biophysical traits as well as its 
proximity to humans. Exercises such as the Human Footprint (Venter et al. 2016) and the Australian 
National Wilderness Inventory (Mackey et al. 1998), among others, define and measure wilderness 
according to objective criteria and biological traits, rather than feelings of solitude or self-reliance. 
Conservation scientists postulate that wilderness is one of the most important and effective methods 
for conserving ecosystems, as human proximity to ecosystems tends to be the most damaging factor 
(e.g. Mittermeier et al. 2003). Mittermeier et al. define wilderness as areas larger than 10,000 km2, 
fewer than five people per km2 and “at least 70% of its historical habitat extant (500 years ago)” 
(2003, p. 10311), and couch wilderness in terms of a “strikingly good bargain” for conservation, 
due to the estimated cost to efficacy ratio for protecting biodiversity through wilderness (2003, p. 
10312). 
 
Reflecting the complexity of modern wilderness, the IUCN recognizes wilderness in terms of both 
its biological traits and its cultural interpretations, and defines it as a type of protected area: 
 “usually large unmodified or slightly modified areas, retaining their natural character and 
influence, without permanent or significant human habitation, which are protected and managed so 
as to preserve their natural condition” (Dudley 2013, p. 14). The IUCN also notes that wilderness is 
“not exclusive of people, but rather of human uses resulting in significant biophysical disturbance” 
(Kormos et al. 2017, p. 2). Such a change marks a significant deviation from the sentiments of the 
original wilderness conservation movement, which was seeking primarily to protect wilderness for 
the spiritual and recreational value to humans (Callicott 1996, p. 588). While the idea of ecological 
integrity had been part of the environmental movement from the beginning, it was not until the 
1990s that it became a primary focus in the USA (Grumbine 1996, p. 596) and Australia (Mackey et 
al. 1998, pp. 8-9). Biodiversity conservation and wilderness are discussed further in Chapter Seven. 
 
1.2 – Criticism of wilderness protected areas  
Protected areas as a mechanism for environmental conservation have been criticised by 
anthropologists, rural sociologists and geographers for the negative impacts they can have on people 
living in their proximity. So-called ‘fortress conservation’, or the Yellowstone Model, is based on 
excluding people from living on the land, and in many cases, physical removal from ancestral 
homelands (West et al. 2006, p. 613). Wilderness protected areas have been criticised as a 
particularly inequitable conservation practice, especially for rural people in the vicinity of protected 
areas, due to its highly restrictive rules on human use (e.g. Guha 1989; Gómez-Pompa and Kaus 
1992). Wilderness protected areas also carry additional criticism for the philosophical issues that 
accompany them. Guha (1989) argues that the concept of wilderness is hinged on a false dichotomy 
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in the modern wilderness philosophy between preservation and utility (pp. 234-235). Thus, areas 
protected as wilderness necessarily exclude any utility by local people on the basis that utility is 
inherently ideologically damaging to wilderness. Gómez-Pompa and Kaus (1992) also argue for the 
existence of a false dichotomy between utility and preservation, noting that it is primarily 
perpetuated by an urban populace, and that policy agendas favouring wilderness have a 
disproportionately negative material impact on rural populations (p. 271).  
 
Wilderness protected areas are also particularly susceptible to criticism with respect to the rights 
and histories of Indigenous peoples. When characterised as places with no permanent human 
presence, wilderness protected areas marginalise and exclude Indigenous peoples who may have 
called the same places home for many thousands of years (Binnema and Niemi 2006), or perpetuate 
a ‘noble savage’ narrative, and so contribute to de-humanising Indigenous peoples by accepting that 
their presence as a part of ‘nature’ rather than ‘culture’ (Plumwood 1998). This criticism is 
particularly strong in Australia, where some Aboriginal authors have argued that wilderness is a 
part of the continuing system of dispossession of the land from native people (e.g. Bayet 1994; 
Langton 1996; Plumwood 1998). While other types of protected area may be able to accommodate 
the presence and claims of Indigenous peoples while also achieving conservation or recreation 
goals, the ideology behind wilderness that requires impermanent human presence is difficult to 
reconcile with Indigenous rights. Criticisms of protected areas are explored further in Chapter 
Three. 
  
1.2.1 – Investigating a political wilderness 
This chapter so far has summarised how American and Australian understandings of wilderness 
have changed over time and how wilderness can be understood philosophically, culturally and 
physically. This section introduces the question of why wilderness protected areas should also be 
studied as political phenomena, and why World Heritage protected areas are of particular interest. 
The present study seeks to contribute to what Brosius and Russell (2003) have called “one of the 
more urgent tasks in contemporary analyses of conservation”:  
“to understand the ways in which particular topologies – constructions of actual and metaphorical 
space – are rhetorically produced and reproduced. Such topologies lay the groundwork for 
interventions by defining the political and institutional space of environmental debates, by 
describing how particular categories of subject affect the environment, by prescribing certain forms 
of environmental amelioration, and by delimiting the most appropriate agents to undertake such 
interventions” (p. 45). 
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With this task in mind, this thesis will explore how wilderness can also be understood as a political 
practice, as a natural resource that can be defined, delineated and controlled, and ultimately 
transform human/nature relationships.  
 
The concept of the protected area has also been studied for its inherently political aspects (e.g. 
Adams and Hutton 2007). Creating and enforcing a protected area, regardless of whether it is 
formed with the support of local communities, involves the creation or modification of borders and 
jurisdictions (Vaccaro and Norman 2008). Vandergeest and Peluso (1995) use the term 
“territorialisation” to define the processes used by the nation-state to control natural resources 
within their boundaries, including protected areas. This thesis will explain how designating an area 
as wilderness, and thereby prescribing a set of values and activities associated with the concept of 
wilderness within that area, can be understood as a form of territorialisation. The key question in the 
study of territorialisation is to understand the mechanisms by which governments or groups come to 
control access to natural resources, through both physical restrictions and ideological changes. The 
study of territorialisation, as well as a broader discussion of protected areas as a political practice, is 
explored further in Chapter Three. 
 
The concept of a ‘political’ wilderness, in juxtaposition to a philosophical or physical wilderness for 
example, is used in analysis throughout the thesis. A political wilderness is understood in this 
analysis as a relationship between people and a ‘type’ of nature we call wilderness that is influenced 
by, and even mediated by, power structures (whether explicit or embedded) and contests over 
control for physical and ideological spaces within those structures. In contrast, a philosophical 
experience of wilderness can, at least in theory, be apolitical. As discussed in section 1.1.1, a 
philosophical wilderness is a social construct of nature in a specific time and place that attempts to 
position humanity in relation to nature in a way we call ‘wilderness’. Also in contrast is a physical 
wilderness, defined in different ways by individuals and by science and can be physically 
experience. One does not need to be within a geographically-defined area in order to experience 
wilderness in a political medium. The concept of a ‘political’ wilderness is in response to concept of 
‘apolitical’ ecologies (discussed in Chapter Three) and the idea that environmental phenomena have 
political causes and effects (Bryant and Bailey 1997, p. 29).  
 
World Heritage is an important element to consider when analysing protected area conservation 
practices in the 21st century. The number and influence of ENGOs and trans-governmental bodies 
working in environmental conservation is growing (Brosius 1999, p. 277), and the World Heritage 
Committee, and its Advisory Body the IUCN, are at the forefront of this growth. The World 
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Heritage Convention was formed by UNESCO in 1972 when disparate global movements to protect 
natural, cultural and historic sites came together in an unprecedented cooperation (Cameron and 
Rössler 2016, p. 26) and has been ratified by almost every country in the world (Meskell 2013a, p. 
486). The principal concept behind World Heritage is “outstanding universal value”, or the idea that 
some places on earth are “priceless and irreplaceable assets, not only of each nation, but of 
humanity as a whole” (UNESCO 2017, p. 9). While wilderness is not one of the categories for 
Outstanding Universal Value, through the Advisory Body the IUCN, wilderness contributes to 
multiple Outstanding Universal Value categories, as well as assisting properties to fulfil 
requirements for integrity of their natural heritage. 
 
The field of heritage studies has explored the complex relationship between heritage practices and 
the modern nation-state structure. In another form of territoriality, Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996) 
argue that states use the “creation of a national heritage as a matter of policy” for the purposes of 
building the nation-state (p. 46). Some scholars have criticised how World Heritage can be used as a 
transnational tool or vector of influence between the globally empowered and disempowered (e.g. 
Meskell 2015). In the USA in particular, rural communities have expressed concern about a 
perception that World Heritage designation infringes on the sovereignty of nations and their right to 
dictate domestic land use policy (e.g. Gebert 1999). How World Heritage may be used within the 
nation-state to enforce or reinforce domestic sovereignty and territorialities has not yet been well 
addressed, particularly in the context of natural heritage. This thesis attempts to fill part of that gap 
by investigating the role of World Heritage in creating and enforcing domestic territorialisation 
policies. 
 
Particularly in the context of World Heritage, heritage scholars and practitioners have recognized 
the need to be more attentive to the relationships between people and environments (e.g. Lilley 
2013; Mitchell et al. 2009). Anthropological research of protected areas is growing, but there are 
few assessments of the socio-political dimensions of wilderness specifically in relation to the World 
Heritage system or on how the World Heritage system may be used as an internal territorialisation 
tool by nation-states.  
 
1.3 – Research questions and structure of thesis 
The research outlined in this thesis sought to answer the questions: how is access to wilderness 
protected areas mediated?; how does wilderness and World Heritage intersect to mediate access or 
relationships to a protected area?; and, how do wilderness protected areas mediate human/nature 
relationships? Following from these guiding questions, the thesis explains that wilderness can be 
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understood as a territorialisation process, and that people experience it ‘politically’, as well as in 
other ways such as philosophically and physically. Through the stories of wilderness legislation and 
management in the two case study sites, the thesis explores the ways in which wilderness is used to 
assert physical and narrative control over geographic areas, and in turn the underlying human/nature 
relationships within those areas. The thesis builds a case for ‘political’ wilderness, an iterative 
process by which people’s access to forest resources is changed through shifts in human/nature 
narratives, and in turn, how these changes to access re-write our normative human/nature narratives.  
 
Chapter Two outlines the research methodology. It discusses and justifies the approach, design and 
analytical strategies in the research. 
 
Chapter Three outlines the major theoretical perspectives of political ecology, particularly studies of 
the territorialisation of natural resources. It focuses in particular on the anthropology and geography 
of protected areas and builds a foundation for analysis of wilderness from this perspective. The 
chapter also summarises how political ecology perspectives can be applied in the Global North, 
though they were first built in “Third World” or Global South contexts. It summarises some of the 
key work in the Global North and notes literature gaps on issues such as the intersection of politics, 
wilderness, and territorial control in both the USA and Australia. Key terms are also discussed and 
defined throughout the chapter and a summary of the governance structures involved with 
wilderness in the two countries is provided. 
 
Chapter Four introduces the case-study sites, the Olympic Peninsula, USA, and Tasmania, 
Australia, and the political ecology of forests and national parks within these regions is analysed. 
Activities related to forest wilderness conservation and their relationship to shifting access to forest 
resources, changing jurisdictions and bureaucracies, and movements in public opinion are examined 
in the two study sites. This chapter frames the case studies in support of the analysis of protected 
areas, wilderness and territorialisation in Chapters Five, Six and Seven. 
 
Chapter Five outlines the strategies used by different groups to define and defend nature territories 
through wilderness national parks in the two regions. It follows a number of different examples of 
recent disputes over wilderness to explain wilderness as a re-territorialisation process, including 
changes to access for specialty timbers in Tasmania, proposed new wilderness legislation on the 
Olympic Peninsula, and the development of new wilderness management plans at each site. The 
chapter seeks to answer the question of how access to wilderness protected areas is mediated.  
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Chapter Six discusses how World Heritage and wilderness intersect as territorialisation practices in 
the case-study sites. It explains the differences in relationships with World Heritage and 
demonstrates the roles that World Heritage can play in internal territorialisation practices. The 
relationships between World Heritage and the Olympic National Park (ONP) and the Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) in the context of wilderness are explored through a 
number of examples: on the Olympic Peninsula, a proposal to extend the boundaries of the ONP 
and concerns over UN influence; and in Tasmania, the proposal to delist part of the 2013 extension 
to the TWWHA, as well as World Heritage involvement in the development of the revised 
TWWHA Management Plan. This chapter addresses the question of how wilderness and World 
Heritage intersect to mediate access or relationships to a protected area. 
 
Chapter Seven explores the impact of wilderness territorialisation on human relationships to nature.  
It argues that wilderness protected areas not only change physical access to resources, but also play 
a role in changing and mediating how people understand their place in the natural world. It explores 
wilderness tourism in Tasmania and debates over the ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ ways to experience nature 
while in wilderness areas. It outlines how wilderness is experienced abstractly and how this 
experience is curated by different actors to promote changing access regimes. The chapter then 
highlights the significant role that conservation science plays in the mediation of human/nature 
relationships through wilderness in Tasmania and investigates narratives about wilderness and rural 
heritage on the Olympic Peninsula. This chapter seeks to address how wilderness protected areas 
mediate human/nature relationships. 
 
Chapter Eight concludes the thesis, summarises the research findings, and makes recommendations 
for future research. It summarises how the thesis contributed to filling gaps in the current literature 
on wilderness and political ecology and outlines the conclusions drawn from the data regarding 
each of the research questions. The chapter includes a brief outline of current literature in suggested 
research directions and how they could be further developed. The thesis demonstrates that in both 
the USA and Australia, in addition to defining and maintaining physical traits of the environment, 
wilderness protected areas exemplify and advance particular ideas about human/nature relationships 
that successively guide and normalise shifts in natural resource access and control. 
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2. Methods and approach 
 
2.1 – Introduction 
As outlined in Chapter One, this research seeks to answer how wilderness is structured and 
experienced politically. It explores the ways in which wilderness is used to assert physical and 
narrative control over geographic areas, and in turn the underlying human/nature relationships 
within those areas,  in two case study sites.  The thesis builds a case for ‘political’ forest wilderness, 
or a forest designated as wilderness and, as such, shifts relationships and narratives associated with 
that forest. Three questions guided the research: 1) How do wilderness protected areas mediate 
access or relationships to the forest?; 2) How does wilderness and World Heritage intersect to 
mediate access or relationships to the forest?; 3) How do wilderness protected areas mediate 
human/nature relationships? This chapter outlines and justifies the methods and approach used to 
address these questions and discusses the rigor of this approach, with a focus on the value of 
international comparative case studies. 
 
2.2 – Case-study design and methods 
The research in this thesis is concerned with the political nature of wilderness, both in people’s 
experiences and in the legislative and management structures that both inform and are influenced by 
those experiences.  
 
The thesis follows a qualitative case-study approach informed by the methodology of Yin (2009), as 
well as drawing methodological elements from anthropology and geography, such as semi-
structured interviews, observant-participation (see Tedlock 1991), and thematic analysis of 
qualitative data. The case study is taken as a methodological approach that seeks to answer 
questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ within the context in which the questions are studied. A case study 
explains contemporary events using a variety of methods, such as interviews, document analysis 
and chronologies. A case-study approach is the preferred approach when exploring contemporary 
events that cannot be influenced (Yin 2009, p. 11). 
 
The thesis consists of two case studies that are interwoven throughout the text to answer the 
research questions, rather than each appearing as a discrete chapter. The units of analysis in the 
thesis are the individual case-study sites. Comparisons are noted and analysed between the two sites 
where they were determined to be relevant to answering the research questions. 
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One site is located in Australia and the other in the USA. Putnam (2002) states that “cross national 
case studies help to rule out, or at least raise questions about, certain conventional “universal” 
theories of causality while opening our minds to the possibility that multiple factors may be at work 
in different places to produce similar outcomes” (p. 16). The mechanism of comparative study is 
relatively new to political ecology, but is recommended by a number of scholars in the field. 
Comparative studies help reveal assumptions about best practice in system functions (McCarthy 
2002). McCarthy (2002) calls, in particular, for transnational comparative studies with the USA as a 
mechanism “towards counteracting this American exceptionalism, parochialism, and self-
congratulatory high modernism” (p. 1297).  
 
The study sites were chosen for their World Heritage status, as well as being within countries that 
had ratified the World Heritage Convention. According to Hantrais (1999, p. 99), “the advantage for 
the comparative researcher of examining a particular social phenomenon using nations as the 
contextual framework when they are members of an international organization is that they explicitly 
share a common reference point”. World Heritage status is the “common reference point” in the 
thesis analysis. Comparative analysis of case sites is a foundation of the applied methodologies of 
heritage studies, in particular the inscription processes for World Heritage sites (UNESCO 2015). 
The analysis seeks to close gaps in the literature in the political ecology of protected areas in the 
Global North (see Chapter Three), so sites were chosen in the USA and Australia. 
 
The scope of the study was constrained to the concept of ‘forest’ wilderness. This was a 
methodological, rather than conceptual or analytical choice. The controversies, legislation, and 
organisations involved in wilderness in the two case study sites tended to be focused on particular 
types of natural resources, or particular physical traits of the landscape. For example, the question 
of whether to dam rivers, whether to deconstruct old dams, and the relationship of these issues to 
wilderness, is a common theme in both Tasmania and the Olympic Peninsula. Issues with forest 
management and forest wilderness are another common theme across both sites. Constraining the 
study to a single theme in discussions around wilderness ensured that the scope of the research 
would remain focused, and allowed for a more targeted approach to recruiting participants and 
organisations who could provide relevant data. For example, on the Olympic Peninsula, the 
organisation North Olympic Timber Action Committee (NOTAC) was identified and targeted for 
participation given their outspoken opposition to adding timber lands to wilderness areas. This limit 
also ensured interviews could be kept more easily focused in order to explore a specific topic in 
depth.  
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The case studies consist of primary, secondary and tertiary data drawn from interviews, site visits, 
key policy and management documents, public consultation responses, newspaper articles and other 
web-based documents. While in-depth ethnography was not undertaken for this thesis, the case-
study design draws from methodological lessons of multi-sited ethnography. Marcus (1995) calls 
for ethnography that is not grounded only in a particular geographic location, but instead uses a 
multi-site approach in order to recognize and analyse the complex networks of interactions in a 
globalized world. Multi-sited ethnography does not necessarily require plural geographic locations, 
but rather, according to Marcus, encompasses “modes” such as “following the conflict” and 
“conduct[ing] a strategically situated ethnography” (Marcus 1995, p. 110). A strategically situated 
single-site ethnography endeavours to understand a facet of a broader system by considering it in a 
local context. It is different from other single-site ethnography as it also seeks to explore the 
“system-awareness in the everyday consciousness and actions of subjects’ lives” (Marcus 1995, p. 
111).  
 
Toward this end, the case studies were structured to follow such modes, by following specific 
conflicts about wilderness conservation, in strategically situated case studies, that were likely to 
draw out stories of the political construction of wilderness. Specific conflicts included proposals for 
new legislation to change wilderness boundaries or the development of wilderness management 
plans that would change access and use. Relevant conflicts for addressing the research questions 
were identified through reviews of current events in the news in the USA and Australia. Two case-
study sites were identified as ideally suited to address the research questions: The Olympic 
Peninsula in Washington State, USA, and Tasmania, Australia. These two sites revealed several 
recent legislative and management changes to wilderness areas within developed countries, as well 
as having World Heritage designation for their wilderness areas.  
 
While the analysis draws broad conclusions about political structure and experiences with 
wilderness in the USA and Australia, particularly in the context of World Heritage, the majority of 
conclusions are framed in the local context of the study sites and do not necessarily apply more 
broadly. As noted by Yin (2009), the value of the case study is in understanding complex social 
phenomena, but the result is that answers to research questions must be situated within the specific 
context in which they were investigated (p. 15). Therefore, it should be noted that individual or 
group responses to the political elements of wilderness are heavily influenced by local and regional 
economic, social and political contexts that may be different from those in other locations.  
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The case-study sites were also selected as they met requirements for accessibility within the 
available timeframe and budget of the project, as well as being situated to take advantage of the 
existing networks of the researcher. 
 
The National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research, and The University of Queensland’s Guidelines for Ethical Review of 
Research Involving Humans, were adhered to throughout this research project. The standard 
institutional research ethics approval procedures were followed. Firstly, the design of the study was 
discussed and agreed with the advisory team. Secondly, the requirement for inclusion of vulnerable 
groups, children and young people, persons in dependent or unequal relationships, or people 
involved in illegal activities was considered and deemed unnecessary. Third, a summary of the 
study design, how participants were recruited, types of participants sought, how confidentiality 
would be maintained, and consideration of conflicts of interest, was submitted to the School of 
Social Science Ethical Review Panel. This summary also confirmed that the study would not 
involve risk to human subjects beyond the normal risk of everyday living. Ethics approval was 
sought and received prior to recruitment of participants or the collection of research data. Ethics 
approval letters are provided in Appendix 3.  
 
2.3 – Data collection methods 
Primary data collection was undertaken from 2014-2016. Some secondary and tertiary data 
collection was undertaken in 2017-2018. Primary data were collected over approximately ten non-
consecutive weeks while physically within the study sites. Several non-consecutive site visits were 
required to manage the availability of participants and the schedule of the researcher. Purposive 
targeting techniques were used to identify participants, as the topics for discussion were very 
specific and could not be addressed by members of the general population. Participants were sought 
from government, non-governmental organisations or associations and industry who could speak to 
issues around World Heritage and wilderness policy development and management in the case 
study sites.  
 
An initial scoping exercise was undertaken to develop a list of agencies, departments and 
associations who were involved in ongoing local contestations around wilderness in the case study 
sites. Potential gatekeepers or key individuals were determined by investigating who had been 
sought for comment in relevant news articles, who had submitted feedback to publicly available 
surveys on relevant issues, and which government agencies were responsible for the various aspects 
of wilderness, park and heritage management. Organisations identified as relevant were contacted 
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by email or phone and invited to nominate an appropriate participant if they wished; individuals 
identified as relevant were contacted directly. Organisations and individuals that did not 
immediately respond were contacted with an additional phone or email. Organisations were not 
contacted a third time if no response was provided.  
 
Snowball sampling and gatekeeper recommendations were also used to attract additional 
participants. Sixteen of the interviewees who had already been identified through purposive 
sampling techniques were also recommended (either specifically by name or by organisation) by 
other interviewees as important for the research topic. All additional potential interviewees were 
contacted to request an interview. In addition, only three interviews were identified solely through 
recommendations or introductions from other participants, without having been identified through 
the initial scoping exercise. As all participation in the study was confidential, and none of the 
participants was aware of who else had participated in the study, this provided some measure of 
independent verification of the strength of the original purposive sampling technique because it 
demonstrated some saturation of relevant participants. While true saturation of study participants 
would be difficult to accomplish with the broad scope of this study, all individuals or organisations 
advised by participants to be relevant were contacted for participation.  
 
Interviews were semi-structured and approximately 2-3 hours long. The time commitment of the 
interview suggested in the invitation was one hour, however all participants elected to continue 
discussions for longer, and as such interview length was ultimately determined by the length of 
participants’ answers and the time it took to discuss each answer. Semi-structured interviews were 
determined to be the most appropriate medium because they afford the opportunity for the 
researcher to guide the general nature of the interview, while also exploring new avenues of enquiry 
as they arise in the course of the discussion. They also allow the interviewer to maintain a 
conversational flow to the interview, to build and maintain rapport with the participant. Individual 
interviews were most appropriate for the study, as opposed to focus groups or multi-person 
interviews, due to the political nature and potential sensitivity of the topics involved. Individual 
interviews were intended to better allow participants to express their views without concern for the 
judgement of their peers. It also allowed them to discuss potentially confidential information that 
might provide important context for the study.  
 
Interview questions were designed to elicit information about participants’ broad relationships to 
forest wilderness by first focusing on their perspectives on specific current events related to forest 
or wilderness management. Once these questions about specific current events produced some 
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general perspectives on forest wilderness, National Parks, etc., more general questions were put to 
the participants to explore these perspectives. For example, on the Olympic Peninsula, participants 
were first ask questions regarding their perspective and involvement in the Wild Olympics 
Wilderness & Wild and Scenic Rivers Act such as: “Tell me about your involvement in the Wild 
Olympics Wilderness & Wild and Scenic Rivers Act”. Participants were then encouraged to expand 
on their perspectives about the legislation to better understand their broader relationships to the 
forest. For example, participant “Esther” expressed that the Wild Olympics Wilderness & Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act represented a loss of autonomy to freely access recreational resources in the way 
that she had in her youth. Based on this answer, Esther was asked to elaborate on what it meant to 
her to access these resources differently than she had in her youth, how legislation would change 
her access, and the economic and cultural impact such changes would have on her and her 
community (OP-I02 2014). 
 
Interviews were primarily conducted in person while visiting the case study sites, at a location 
chosen by participant, to ensure the participant was comfortable and not inconvenienced by the 
study. Almost all interviews were conducted in the participant’s home, their workplace, or in a café, 
but two were conducted via tele-conference. Engagement with some participants also included non-
structured interactions preceding or following recorded interviews, such as a visit to the National 
Park together or a tour of their property. These unstructured interactions and conversations were 
instigated and coordinated by the participants, and were primarily used for building rapport with 
participants, rather than for collecting data.  
 
Following initial review of interviews, follow-up correspondence (email or phone) with participants 
was undertaken to address questions or gaps in the data that were not previously identified. 
Participants spoke both as representatives of the relevant organisations as well as individuals, and 
were questioned as to whether they believed their viewpoints could reasonably represent their 
organisation. Interviews covered broad topics related to wilderness, local perceptions of wilderness, 
and personal experiences with wilderness and the National Parks, as well as specific questions 
about current legislation or management plan development as relevant to their organisational 
position. 
 
Participants were selected to achieve an anticipated range of viewpoints and expertise with regard to 
specific on-going disputes over wilderness legislation or management in the case study sites. For 
example, representatives from ENGOs were sought for interview as they were anticipated to 
generally be proponents of wilderness and associated legislation. It was not possible to collect data 
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from all relevant actors in each site due to the large scale of the sites and limited time frame 
available. A stratified random sampling technique was used by organising potential interviewees 
and organisations into categorises based on their anticipated relationship to contestations over 
wilderness in the case-study sites (e.g. Non-governmental organisation; State/regional government) 
(see Appendix 1, Table 1 and Appendix 2, Table 1). Within these categories, individuals were 
targeted for participation, where possible, if they held a leadership position in their category, so that 
they could more reasonably represent the views of whole groups of people. Potential interviewees 
were selected based on their assumed category and this category was confirmed or reconfigured at 
interview. It should be noted that nearly all participants could be classified into multiple categories. 
For example, two participants were categorised in the category “Non-governmental 
organisation/association” (one on the Olympic Peninsula and one in Tasmania), but these 
participants had both served their careers in the government categories and only in retirement were 
they now working in NGOs. Owing to these subtle contextual issues, some participants were 
initially chosen to participate based on their assumed category, but after analysis of their interviews, 
were re-categorised to reflect their positions better. 
 
Data collected and analysis was also informed by the concept of “observant participation”, as 
described by Tedlock (1991): “In the observation of participation, ethnographers both experience 
and observe their own and others' coparticipation within the ethnographic encounter” (p. 69). 
Environmental literature scholar Lawrence Buell (1995) wrote “When an author undertakes to 
imagine someone else’s imagination of a tree while sitting Bartleby-like, in a cubicle with no view, 
small wonder if the tree seems to be nothing more than a textual function and one comes to doubt 
that the author could have fancied otherwise” (p. 5). Participants in the study often focused on the 
different ways that wilderness is experienced, including how it is experienced politically. Chapter 
Seven in particular addresses the different ways in which wilderness is experienced through 
tourism, and how these experiences are impacted by territories. The difficulty of undertaking 
traditional participant-observation in this context was pronounced, as the “wilderness experience” in 
the USA and Australia is commonly understood to be about solitude, self-sufficiency and places far 
from humankind (as discussed in Chapter One). By design, the character of wilderness areas and 
National Parks is that there are often no people within the areas to observe. At the very heart of the 
wilderness concept, observing other people experiencing wilderness not only detracts from their 
experience, but may in fact impact whether they are experiencing ‘wilderness’ at all. 
 
To address this issue with data collection, and to provide greater depth to the issues and concepts 
discussed via interviews, visits to various relevant locations in the study sites, and relevant activities 
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within the study sites, were undertaken. Notes taken on these visits are not used as primary data, but 
as references to triangulate experiences described by participants. Split into several 1 to 2 week 
visits, each between 2014 and 2016, many of the major wilderness areas in each case study site 
were visited to some extent, by driving, hiking, camping and kayaking. Some of these were 
experienced together with a travel companion, but most were experienced alone. Wilderness 
tourism development sites were visited, as well as logging areas or areas with disputed logging 
territory. All towns and major access routes discussed in this thesis were also visited. Activities 
were limited by the available funding and were selected where possible to compliment interviews 
and experience places noted by interviewees or critical documents. In particular, areas in the case 
study sites with ongoing disputes over the movement of borders and changing land management 
practices were given preference. For example, on the Olympic Peninsula, forest areas under 
different management practices were visited together with an interviewee. A full list of the relevant 
sites visited can be found in Appendices 1 and 2. 
 
Traditional methods of participant observation were also difficult to implement in this project due to 
the changing mediums for political engagement. Political activism and negotiation over policy and 
management in the case study sites often takes place via email, blogs, video conferences and online 
public consultation. For example, during the consultation period for the redevelopment of the 
Olympic National Park Wilderness Stewardship Plan, six public meetings were held on the 
Peninsula in order for Park officials to meet directly with members of the public. All six meetings 
attracted a combined total of only 200 people. The consultation, however, also consisted of an 
online submission portal. Through this method, the Park received over 1000 items of 
correspondence that outlined peoples’ views about wilderness. These consultation data are publicly 
available and are included in the secondary data (outlined in greater detail below). 
 
Documents in secondary and tertiary data were selected for collection in three ways: if they were 
the official management or policy documents directly related to the management of the case study 
sites (for example, the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Management Plan is the document 
that dictates management practices for the TWWHA); if they were recommended by interviewees 
as being crucial to understanding wilderness issues in the case study sites (for example, the 
Ecotourism Investment Profile developed by Tourism Tasmania); or if they were determined to be 
critical through the normal course of fact-checking and investigating background on the case study 
sites, usually via web searches (for example, newspaper articles).  
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The participation of Indigenous peoples in these case study sites was not specifically sought for this 
thesis, though their important role in understanding political relationships to wilderness is 
acknowledged. Their explicit participation was omitted for several reasons: first, the time and detail 
needed to understand and analyse to the complexity of Indigenous relationships to the areas 
discussed was outside the scope and capacity of the current research; second, the author did not 
possess the expertise necessary to address these issues in a scholarly manner; and third, the 
necessary ethical clearances for working with Indigenous communities were not in place for this 
project. Indigenous people were not excluded from participating in the study, but their inclusion 
was not specifically sought and participants were not asked to identify their ethnic or family 
background. 
 
2.4 – Data structure 
Primary data for these case studies are 25 semi-structured and unstructured interviews, as well as 
on-site observation and written or telephone correspondence with interviewees. All interviews were 
audio-recorded and transcribed using professional transcription services. All participants were 
advised they had the opportunity to review their transcripts for factual accuracy, though not all 
participants elected to do so. A summary of the primary data sources is found in Appendices 1 and 
2. All participants were assigned pseudonyms, in order to facilitate the research narrative. Appendix 
1, Table 1 and Appendix 2, Table 1 includes summaries of all participants and their associated 
pseudonyms.   
 
Table 1: Case study database (see also Appendices 1 and 2) 
Datum type Codes 
Primary data Olympic Peninsula Tasmania 
Interviews OP-I# TAS-I# 
Observation OP-B# TAS-B# 
Correspondence with interviewees OP-C# TAS-C# 
Secondary data   
Documents and websites OP-S# TAS-S# 
Opinion newspaper 
articles/blogs/survey responses 
OP-N# TAS-N# 
Tertiary data   
Non-opinion newspaper articles, 
and other sources 
OP-T# TAS-T# 
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Secondary data were drawn from public documents such as strategic plans, annual reports, policy 
and management documents and public consultation data directly related to issues with wilderness 
management in the TWWHA and in the ONP. Examples of these documents and sources include 
Tasmania Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan and the Olympic National Park 
Wilderness Stewardship Plan. Public consultation documents are a valuable supplement to the 
primary interview data by providing a greater breadth of community input on the research issues. 
 
Other important secondary data have been drawn from informal conversations, notes, meeting 
minutes, and non-public documents supplied by interviewees. These data were used to draw a richer 
picture of the regional context in which forest and wilderness policy is developed when paired with 
the primary data. Documents provided in correspondence from participants are coded as 
“correspondence” and were analysed within the context in which they were provided, even those 
that are peer reviewed or otherwise public sources of information. For example, interviewee ‘Dave’ 
provided several articles on sustainable forestry in the context of a discussion about how he 
understands the role of humans in the forest. Such documents were treated as analysable texts for 
understanding how Dave sees himself in relation to the forests he manages, rather than for the 
scientific information they contain. Some documents provided by interviewees were supplied in 
confidence, and where this is the case, the title of the document has been omitted from the 
Appendices and stored with interview data. Opinion pieces published via news outlets were treated 
as secondary data, as they were taken to represent the views of the writer directly. Summaries of 
secondary data sources used in this thesis are found in Appendix 1, Table 4 and Appendix 2, Table 
4. 
 
Tertiary data include relevant non-opinion newspaper articles, current and historical policy 
documents, maps and commissioned reports. The historical policy, management and strategy 
documents have been used to build the context in which current contestations of policy are founded. 
Tertiary documents have been used to revise findings based on primary and secondary data, either 
to reinforce assertions made by participants or as an opportunity to seek clarity where they conflict 
with each other. Newspaper articles provided valuable context and opportunities for comparison 
between case study sites as issues within the case sites changed over time. Some documents have 
been classified as tertiary data, rather than secondary data, where they are used as the source for 
data by someone other than the document’s author. For example, Senate inquiry proceedings are 
treated as tertiary data when the relevant analysed text, such as a quotation from someone who gave 
evidence at the inquiry, is documented within the proceedings. Tertiary data have been used only to 
supplement the primary data with which they are associated wherever possible, or when only 
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tertiary data are available, multiple sources are used. A summary of all tertiary data sources used in 
this thesis are found in Appendix 1, Table 5 and Appendix 2, Table 5. 
 
2.5 – Data analysis 
The analytic process followed was informed by Yin’s (2009) general strategies for analyzing case 
study data. Primary data and secondary data were first organised into a database. Each component 
of the data was analysed only within the context of its relevant case study site (i.e. Tasmania data 
were only used to build explanations about Tasmanian wilderness). Primary data were then 
reviewed in their entirety and all content assessed for how it might contribute to answering the 
research questions. This process used the strategies of pattern matching, chronologies and 
explanation building to develop initial conclusions, along the lines of Yin’s (2009) suggestions for 
“playing” with the data (p. 129). Initial conclusions from primary data were then considered for 
consistency with each other, and secondary data were analysed to determine how they supported or 
refuted initial conclusions. Conclusions were then modified according to the results and the process 
repeated, with targeted tertiary data sought and collected throughout the process to triangulate 
conclusions. This iterative process was undertaken throughout the course of writing. 
 
Yin’s (2009) technique of explanation building was further used to ensure the study was integrative 
(pp. 141-144). When conclusions from each site were reached after several analytical iterations, 
they were compared and contrasted with conclusions drawn in the other site, to seek anomalies or 
differences that contributed to answering the research questions. Cross-site analysis, where it 
contributed to answering the research questions, is presented in integrated chapters, rather than 
presenting each site as a stand-alone case study.  
 
In order to ensure validity of the research findings, Yin’s (2009) four tests for validity were applied 
during analysis (p. 40). Construct validity is tested through the use of multiple sources of evidence. 
The iterative process of drawing conclusions from primary data and testing and modifying them 
based on secondary and tertiary data creates a chain of evidence that also establishes construct 
validity. Internal validity, or seeking causal relationships, is achieved through the analytical 
processes followed, as they seek and confirm cause and effect relationships where possible. 
External validity is sought by embedding the analysis within existing literature in the same or 
similar case study sites in the USA and Australia (Chapter Three). Finally, reliability is guarded 
through the management of a case-study database and following a standard protocol for collecting 
and storing data. 
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2.6 – Researcher perspective and responsibility 
At the time of writing, conflict and debate continues in the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania over 
issues related to wilderness and broader environmental policy. The majority of the people 
interviewed for this research have some measure of public recognition and are involved in ongoing 
campaigns and debates to secure their personal or organisational goals for wilderness. The interview 
process and data analysis were influenced by the fact that published conclusions could have a real 
and significant impact on relationships among members of the community. For example, some 
pieces of correspondence and associated secondary data contained unpublished and potentially 
serious allegations by interviewees about the conduct of various individuals involved in wilderness 
processes. While these data may have been rich in analytical prospects (not for the allegations 
themselves, but as texts rich with experiences of wilderness), they were not used in the analysis. 
 
All participants in this study have been quoted anonymously. While the participant consent form 
stated that all information collected would remain completely confidential, some groups more than 
others took care to confirm that their statements would remain anonymous. For example, on the 
Olympic Peninsula, it was noted during data collection that all participants in one category were 
careful to explain that they needed to remain anonymous, whereas none of participants in other 
categories did so. Through analysis of interview data, it was concluded that this project itself was 
potentially being used by some participants as a mouthpiece for one category to demonstrate that 
they did not fear to be named. Regardless of participant desire to be anonymous or not, participant 
identities have been masked as carefully as possible. Participants have been assigned random names 
to facilitate the narrative of the text.  
 
The thesis intends to convey a neutral perspective on the processes and experiences surroundings 
the politics of wilderness in the two case study sites. The iterative analytical process outlined above 
also consisted of reflecting on how conclusions reached from the data could be impacted by the 
researcher’s personal background. If it was determined that an analytical conclusion was likely to 
be significantly impacted by the researcher’s own political experience of wilderness, that 
conclusion was subjected to additional iterative analysis and additional sources of validity following 
the validity tests noted above were sought. Any tone in the writing that appears to promote or 
criticise a particular side of the issue, political party, or individual is unintentional. The confounding 
nature of these issues is that most actors, no matter their ‘side’, have legitimate appeals for 
improved justice and representation, and it is not the place of this researcher to ‘choose a side’. 
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The following personal context experience might influence the conclusions of the research. I am an 
American citizen by birth and became a dual Australian citizen during the course of this research. I 
grew up in the Western USA and have spent considerable time in the wilderness areas and National 
Parks of the USA and Australia. The rhetoric of the environmental movement was an important part 
of my childhood household. My parents and peer group placed a strong emphasis on the importance 
of wilderness ethics, conservation through national parks and the inherent danger humans posed to 
nature. My American family history, however, is rooted in the expansion of the American West and 
the Pacific Northwest timber and pioneer communities; many of my Australian family members 
also live in rural communities who deal with many of the issues discussed in this thesis. 
 
2.7 – Conclusion 
This chapter outlined the methodologies used to conduct the research in this thesis. It provided a 
summary of how the case studies were designed and gave some background literature on how the 
design was selected. It discussed the importance of undertaking international comparative case 
studies, particularly in the field of political ecology and when researching World Heritage issues. 
The methods used to collect, structure and analyse data were then discussed and potential issues of 
responsibilities toward research participants were noted. Finally, the researcher perspective was 
noted. Chapter Three outlines the literature that will be used to underpin the research analysis. In 
particular, it discusses the major theoretical perspectives of political ecology and explains how they 
can be used to understand political relationships to wilderness. It also briefly summarises literature 
from heritage studies that will be necessary for the analysis of World Heritage. Lastly, it provides 
background literature on previous relevant studies of environmental conflict and wilderness in the 
case study sites. 
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3. Political ecology: theory and perspectives 
 
3.1 – Introduction 
Chapter One explained how the wilderness concept has been a subject of controversy in both theory 
and practice. It discussed different understandings of wilderness and questioned how wilderness 
might be understood politically, as well as socially, culturally, and ecologically. It also identified 
gaps in the literature on wilderness as a political process. This chapter introduces political ecology 
as a framework for addressing those gaps. Building from Chapter One, it focuses in particular on 
the political ecology of protected areas and builds a foundation for analysis of wilderness as a 
territorialisation practice. The chapter also summarises how political ecology perspectives can be 
applied in the Global North, though they were first built in ‘Third World’3 and Global South 
contexts. It summarises some of the key work in the First World/Global North, and outlines 
literature gaps on issues such as the intersection of politics, wilderness and territorial control in both 
the USA and Australia. Key terms are also defined and discussed throughout the chapter and a 
summary of the governance structures involved with wilderness in the two countries is provided.  
 
3.2 – Perspectives of political ecology 
“it is no blasphemy to admit that the world is crafted by political forces and human 
industry, even and especially those dearly held wildernesses that sell so many Sierra 
Club calendars” (Robbins 2012, p. 4).  
 
                                               
3 Much of the political ecology literature uses the nomenclature of ‘First World’ and ‘Third World’, 
though more recent studies have introduced use of “Global North/South” (e.g. Schroeder et al. 
2006). Escobar (2012) argues that “the term [Third World] will continue to have currency for quite 
some time, because it is still an essential construct for those in power” (p. 215). “First” or “Third” 
World is used in this thesis where they have been used in specific literature under discussion. 
Otherwise “Global North/South” is used, reflecting “allegorical application of categories to name 
patterns of wealth, privilege, and development across broad regions” (Dados and Connell 2012, p. 
13), rather than strictly reflecting geographic position. Australia is considered part of the Global 
North, as well as the USA (notwithstanding the existence of a ‘Fourth World’, or the Indigenous 
context within First World nations, sometimes also referred to as the ‘South within the North’ 
(Doherty and Doyle 2006, p. 706)). Elsewhere in the thesis, “Western” is also used, usually in the 
context of “Western” human/nature relationships and the wilderness concept (see Chapter One). 
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This section introduces the perspectives of political ecology and provides a framework for political 
ecology analysis. The key areas of enquiry for the analysis of wilderness are highlighted, such as 
the idea of ‘second nature’, the study of territorial processes and land control, and protected areas as 
political acts and artefacts. The political ecology literature on wilderness protected areas is also 
summarised. Political ecology is an ever broadening field, with many different definitions and 
applications. The chapter draws from a number of scholars who have self-identified as working in 
political ecology, to outline concepts necessary to conduct the analysis in this thesis. 
 
3.2.1 – Political ecology 
Political ecology is not defined by a unified theory, but a set of general themes and questions 
(McCarthy 2002, p. 1283). “Political ecology [is] a field that seeks to unravel the political forces 
that work in environmental access, management, and transformation” (Robbins 2012, p. 3). 
Greenberg (2006) conceptualises the field as one that  
“seeks to understand how human societies use and shape nature to their own ends...[It] 
focuses on human institutions and actions through which ‘humanized nature’ is 
constructed, transformed, and managed... The central problem is to understand the 
processes by which human beings transform and reshape nature, and...in the process 
transform themselves” (p.  126).   
 
Political ecology confronts questions of “access to and control over resources; integration of scales 
of analysis; the centrality of livelihood issues; the importance of local histories, meanings, culture, 
and ‘micropolitics’ in resource use; the disenfranchisement of legitimate local users and uses; and 
the effects of limited state capacity” (McCarthy 2002, p. 1283). It grew from deficiencies in neo-
Marxist and political economy theory, particularly a lack of analyses into human/environment 
relationships (Biersack 2006, p. 3). Political ecology was born from critiques of modernist 
approaches, rejecting nature/culture and symbolic/material dichotomies, and adaptationist 
explanations of culture. Instead, political ecology focuses on relationships among these elements 
and the effects they have on each other (Biersack 2006, pp. 3-4).  
 
In general, political ecologists propose that environmental phenomena have political causes and 
effects (Bryant and Bailey 1997, p. 29). As such, political ecology responds to deficiencies in 
‘apolitical’ ecologies, or studies that “assert apolitical answers to extremely political questions” 
(Robbins 2012, p. 18). These apolitical ecologies rely on two implicit and prevailing narratives, 
“ecoscarcity” and “modernisation”. In keeping with the narratives of humans as fundamentally 
dangerous to nature (introduced in Chapter One), the concept of ecoscarcity is based in the idea that 
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nature is finite and humans threaten its existence (Robbins 2012, pp. 15-16).  The modernisation 
narrative relies on a similar precept, that nature must be protected from the danger of modern 
humans through modern institutional structures (Robbins 2012, p. 18).  
 
These apolitical narratives are also imperative to justifying the wilderness concept. As Chapter 
Seven will discuss, the discourse of wilderness as a ‘pure nature’, and the scientific rhetoric used to 
discuss and justify it, obscures the political nature of the narratives on which wilderness relies. 
These underlying narratives, as Robbins suggests, should be scrutinized, to bring their political 
elements to the surface (Robbins 2012, p. 19). A number of concepts useful for analysing 
wilderness in the USA and Australia emerge from the broad library of political ecology literature. 
The concepts of second nature, territorialisation, critique of protected areas, and political ecologies 
of the First World/Global North, are essential to conducting this analysis. 
 
3.2.2 – A second nature 
The nature of political ecology is variously referred to as ‘after’ nature, ‘second’ nature or 
‘humanised’ nature (Biersack 2006, p. 14). Biersack defines “second nature” as “a nature that is 
humanly produced, through conceptualization as well as activity” (p. 14). These conceptualisations 
of nature attempt to set a middle ground between constructionist and realist perspectives of nature, 
conceiving “a view of nature that goes beyond the truism that nature is constructed to theorize the 
manifold forms in which it is culturally constructed and socially produced, while fully 
acknowledging the biophysical basis of its constitution” (Escobar 1999, p. 2). A political ecology 
framework accepts that nature consists of real physical properties, but that it can be symbolically 
constructed and reconstructed through human conceptualisation and activity (Biersack 2006, p. 27). 
In Australia, the concept of a second nature has been applied to understand better how Aboriginal 
peoples culturally construct their land. While the European colonisers may have applied the concept 
of terra nullius wilderness to the landscape of Australia, “Aboriginal land is a densely humanized 
set of spaces, as full and busy in their own way as is the center of Sydney” (Head 2000, p. 138). 
Several critical questions for political ecology relevant to this thesis are tied to the concept of 
second nature (from Biersack 2006, p. 27): what are the processes by which these metaphors about 
the environment are constructed? And whose interpretations and representations count, and why? 
What processes contribute to the construction of wilderness and whose narratives about wilderness 
are deemed valid? Zimmerer (2000) notes that one such example of second nature is the “territories 
of conservation” (p. 358). The “management and politics” of second nature is critical to producing 
new territories (Zimmerer 2000, p. 385), a process called “territorialisation”.  
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3.2.3 – Territorialisation 
This thesis demonstrates that territorialisation contributes to the symbolic construction of 
wilderness from nature. As introduced in Chapter One, Vandergeest and Peluso (1995) describe 
territorialisation as the processes used by the nation-state to assert authority and control over natural 
resources within its boundaries, thus controlling a population’s behaviour in the context of those 
resources (p. 385). ‘Territorialisation policies’ are based on the concept of ‘territoriality’, defined by 
Sack (1983) as a phenomenon whereby people or resources are controlled by regulating a defined 
geographic area, rather than by regulating a specific resource or set of people within an area (p. 58).  
 
“Territoriality classifies at least in part by area, rather than by type. When we say that anything in 
this area or room is ours, or is off-limits to you, we are classifying or assigning things to a category 
such as ‘ours’ or ‘not yours’ according to their location in space” (Sack 1983, p. 58).  
Territorialisation is a process that establishes a “field of play” that “[structures] the possible actions 
of others” (Greenberg 2006, p. 127), in order to legitimise claims of authority (Sikor and Lund 
2009, p. 14). ‘Internal’ territorialisations are about control over geographic areas within nation-
states, rather than boundaries and authority between one nation-state and another (Vandergeest and 
Peluso 1995, p. 385). Territorialisation policies both “produce and maintain power relations among 
governed environmental [human] subjects and between subjects and authorities” (Peluso and Lund 
2011, p. 673). These processes are part of broader legitimising practices undertaken by nation-states 
to establish and confirm authority over areas and populations (Sikor and Lund 2009, p. 14). 
 
Internal territorialisation generally proceeds by establishing categories of land and natural resource 
type, mapping internal physical boundaries according to the categories, assigning jurisdiction over 
mapped areas, communicating those boundaries, and regulating activity within them (Vandergeest 
and Peluso 1995, pp. 387-388; Sikor and Lund 2009, p. 14). Constructing “abstract space”, or space 
imagined through uniform and homogenous categories, is key to the process (Vandergeest and 
Peluso 1995, p. 388). Maps are an example of abstract space, with categorises such as roads, state 
forests, and cities. Through the process of territorialisation, trees, for example, are transformed into 
‘state forests’, which are then managed and access is regulated according to principles determined 
appropriate for that category (Peluso and Vandergeest 2001, p. 762). Vandergeest and Peluso 
(1995) contrast abstract space with ‘experienced territory’, that is “located, relative, and varied”, 
and which consists of heterogeneous social relationships to land not easily reduced to uniform 
categories (p. 389). This thesis will argue that the uniform abstract categories used to create abstract 
space and assert control over territory also contribute to the (re)construction of meaning in the 
relevant geographic area. 
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Recent analysis of territorialisation has expanded beyond just the machinations of the nation-state, 
to explore how non-state actors employ territorial practices (e.g. Lund 2006). A particular focus of 
study has been how neoliberal nature governance structures enable or empower non-state entities to 
participate in internal territorialisation, particularly in the context of nature conservation initiatives 
(so-called “green-grabbing”, see Fairhead et al. 2012, p. 237). These studies include exploring the 
role of local-level actors (e.g. Green and Adams 2014), ENGOs (e.g. Chapin 2004; Corson 2011) 
and transnational financial institutions, such as the World Bank and the International Monetary 
Fund (e.g. Goldman 2001; Levine 2002), as well as investigating the strategies they use to 
territorialise beyond those employed by the nation-state, such as privatising conservation activities 
(e.g. McCarthy 2004; Levine 2007). Rather than being wholly a function of the state, Greenberg 
(2006) argues that territorialisation practices are about the contests of “classes and groups” who 
“seek to change policies and law that govern access to natural resources” (p. 127).  Corson (2011) 
characterises the state as a “vehicle” through which non-state actors, such as ENGOs, can re-
territorialise a landscape according to their institutional goals (p. 704). It is even argued that the neat 
demarcations between government, NGOs, private companies, etc. are becoming less useful for 
understanding territorial activities than local-to-global and trans-sector networks (Igoe and 
Brockington 2007; Brockington et al. 2008, pp. 12-13). 
 
3.2.4 – Protected areas and wilderness 
Protected areas are well established as political phenomena (Peluso 1993; Neumann 2002, p. 11; 
Wilshusen et al. 2002, p. 23; Brosius and Russell 2003; Adams and Hutton 2007, p. 147; Bluwstein 
and Lund 2018, p. 454). “ The relationship between people and nature, particularly in the context of 
[protected areas], is highly political, embracing issues of rights and access to land and resources, the 
role of the state (and increasingly non-state actors in ENGOs and the private sector), and the power 
of scientific and other understandings of nature” (Adams and Hutton 2007, p. 151). Protected areas 
have been criticised for how they are used by the state to exclude people from access to traditional 
resources (Peluso 1993, p. 207; Neumann 2002, pp. 122-157), and critiqued for practicing 
“authoritarian protectionism” (Wilshusen et al. 2002, p. 35). Political ecology critiques of protected 
areas follow a few common themes: how protected areas are used as colonial and neo-colonial 
territorial strategies (e.g. Vandergeest and Peluso 1995; Neumann 2001a); the strategies and 
justifications used by conservation scientists and planners to obfuscate or ignore socio-political 
concerns (e.g. Brosius and Russell 2003; Bluwstein and Lund 2018); how protected areas are used 
by the nation-state to assert control over internal natural resources for various purposes (e.g. Peluso 
1993; Vandergeest and Peluso 1995); and the changing face of protected area conservation in the 
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face of neoliberalisation and globalisation (e.g. Fletcher 2010). The analysis within this thesis seeks 
to contribute to the literature on how protected areas are used by the nation-state to assert control 
over internal natural resources. As discussed in Chapter One, protected areas can be understood as 
an example of a territorialisation practice (Vandergeest 1996; Zimmerer 2000). Creating and 
enforcing a protected area, regardless of whether it is formed with the support of local communities, 
almost certainly involves the creation or modification of borders and jurisdictions, and the 
application of access rules based on abstract classification (Vaccaro and Norman 2008, p. 362).  
 
Large-scale wilderness conservation as a land management strategy is taking root in Latin America, 
Asia and Africa (Johns 2003). As noted in Chapter One, there is considerable literature criticising 
the wilderness concept in environmental philosophy, Indigenous studies, and other social science 
fields. However, opportunity remains to expand the literature investigating the political ecology of 
wilderness. Much of the political ecology literature on wilderness conservation equates the concept 
with protected areas more broadly, using the terms ‘wilderness’ and ‘protected area’ somewhat 
interchangeably (e.g. Neumann 2001a; 2002; Clapp 2004; Massé 2016). Neumann’s work on 
relationships between people and protected areas in Tanzania approached the wilderness concept as 
an imposition on the African people of the Western colonial relationship to nature, which 
conceptualised Africa as an “earthly Eden” (2002, p. 18). Neumann’s work, however, is principally 
about protected areas as socio-political forces, and the role of protected areas in colonial 
territorialisation of Africa, rather than investigating the wilderness concept specifically (e.g. 
Neumann 2001a; 2002). Neumann’s work does throw light on the questionable belief of the 
“inherently right moral agenda” of conservation schemes (Adams 1999, p. 771). Most importantly 
for the present study, Neumann introduces the concept of wilderness as conceptually created by the 
state mechanism, asserting that the ‘last wilderness’ of Africa was in fact a by-product of colonial 
territorialisations that attempted to ‘civilise’ the Tanzanian population (Neumann 2001a, p. 660). 
This work was important because it introduced the idea that political actions, such as removing 
people from territory, can be obscured behind arguments about how nature ‘ought’ to be (Robbins 
2012, pp. 130-131).  
 
Clapp’s (2004) work in Canada investigates whether the concept of wilderness protected areas can 
be reconciled with human use and habitation of such areas. Clapp defends the wilderness concept 
against the criticisms of political ecology, concluding that boundaries of wilderness protected areas 
are often fluid, negotiable and consistent with local and Indigenous land use (Clapp 2004, p. 856). 
Clapp’s analysis seems to concur with political ecologists that creating protected areas is a political 
activity, however, in the face of “biodiversity under siege”, their political nature is irrelevant (Clapp 
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2004, p. 858). Massé (2016) makes a study of how constructing wilderness landscapes changes 
human-wildlife conflicts. Massé concludes that creating wilderness protected areas reconceptualises 
how human-wildlife conflicts are understood, through the process of regulating human activity to 
manage such conflicts. The political processes leading to the production of wilderness are thus 
responsible for changing human-nature relationships (Massé 2016, p. 108).  
 
Wilderness is also discussed in the political ecology literature more broadly than as a type of 
protected area. As discussed later in this chapter, the political ecology literature also explores the 
concept of wilderness to understand how Global North/South dichotomies are maintained in a 
variety of political mediums (Robbins 2012, p. 180). Such literature is concerned with 
understanding how narratives of the Global South, as the ‘home’ to the last wilderness or Eden-like 
states, perpetuate economic, political and social imbalances (e.g. Sluyter 2003; Bryant and 
Goodman 2004). Western ideas of pure nature, or wilderness, tend to conceptualise nature as 
existing at its purist in economic and social ‘peripheries’ (i.e. the Global South), effectively 
reinforcing the Global North as the centre of civilization (Robbins 2012, p. 180). Such narratives 
are a part of the colonial and neo-colonial rhetoric of protected areas, where the Global North is 
couched as the saviour of nature, responsible for enclosing and protecting it in the Global South (p. 
180). Sluyter (2003) calls for enquiry on how the West builds and maintains the “pristine myth”, the 
enduring conceptual separation of humans and nature (p. 223). Sluyter argues that it is this 
separation that, in part, also keeps the dichotomy of the global ‘us and them’ narratives alive (p. 
223). Willems-Braun’s (1997) historical ecology analysis emerges as important in this area. 
Willems-Braun demonstrated how wilderness was ‘constructed’ through a systematic 
‘expungement’ of Indigenous cultural ties to land in British Columbia, Canada (Robbins 2012, p. 
138). Similarly to Neumann’s work, Willems-Braun studies wilderness as a tool of colonialism. 
However, Willems-Braun also explores how historical representations of wilderness, embedded in 
discourse through colonial mechanisms, now contribute to neo-colonialist rhetoric about forests.   
 
3.2.5 – Key terms in the analysis 
Access to natural resources, and how access is determined and controlled by both state and non-
state actors, is central to the analyses in this thesis. The concept of ‘access’ draws from Ribot and 
Peluso’s (2003) ‘theory of access’, which conceptualises access as “the ability to benefit from 
things – including material objects, persons, institutions, and symbols” (p. 153). Such a focus brings 
the ability to answer questions about how and why people do or do not derive benefit from a 
resource, rather than focusing on whether or not they have a right to do so (Ribot and Peluso 2003, 
p. 154).  
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‘Natural resources’ in this context are the natural resources of ‘second nature’ as they are 
conceptualised more broadly than the physical or economic qualities of the resource in question, but 
also include their ecological, political and cultural values, even in the absence of monetary value 
(Escobar 2006, pp. 8-9). For the purposes of this thesis, wilderness itself is understood as a natural 
resource, distinct from the forest or other individual resources within its boundaries. Wilderness as a 
resource valued for its political and cultural (more so than its economic) importance, in addition to 
its physical properties (e.g. distance from towns and cities). Like other natural resources, wilderness 
(both physically and conceptually) is a finite resource that can be used, and if not used sustainably, 
will deplete.  
 
The concept of ‘jurisdiction’ also appears through the thesis. Drawing from Sikor and Lund (2009, 
p. 14), jurisdiction is understood as a claim to authority over a geographic area by a socio-political 
institution (usually a government). Such claims are legitimised through iterative processes of 
dictating access, particularly through territorialisation processes, such as spatial ordering and 
mapping (Sikor and Lund 2009, p. 14). Thus, jurisdiction is a legal form of describing to which 
institution(s) a geographic area belongs (Sikor and Lund 2009, p. 11).  
 
The terms ‘Commonwealth Government’ and ‘Federal Government’ are used throughout the thesis. 
In Australia, the Commonwealth Government is the common term for the Australian Federal 
Government, and does not refer to the British Commonwealth of Nations. The Federal Government 
in the USA is just referred to as the Federal Government. 
 
The thesis refers to several major political parties in the USA and Australia. Politics in Australia 
and the USA generally follow a two-party system pattern, though much more strongly so in the 
USA than Australia. In Australia, the Liberal Party of Australia is the centre-right party, while the 
Australian Labor Party dominates the centre-left. There are several other minor, but significant 
parties in Australia including the National Party of Australia and the Australian Greens. In the USA, 
politics is dominated by only two parties, the Republican Party (right) and Democratic Party (left). 
 
The concepts outlined in this section provide a framework for analysing wilderness as a political 
phenomenon. This thesis treats wilderness as a political process, a territorialisation process that 
creates and enforces boundaries, and thus access, to forest resources. Wilderness protected areas 
change how actors are permitted physically to draw benefits from the forest, for example 
eliminating extractive industry or preventing tourism by motorised vehicle. Shifts in access, and the 
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resources in question, are not only physical, but also symbolic: as both state and non-state actors 
make and enforce claims to authority, they ‘create’ wilderness from forest and thus dictate the terms 
of human/nature relationships. Informed by Peluso and Vandergeest’s (2001) concept of the 
“political forest”, a concept of ‘political wilderness’ is outlined in Chapter Seven.  
 
3.3 – A political ecology for the First World/Global North 
This section outlines how perspectives of political ecology, primarily developed in Third World 
contexts, are valuable for assessing the political-environmental nexus in the First World/Global 
North as well. Examples of these perspectives include understanding rules for resource access as 
representative of social relationships that are mediated by complex cultural, historical and economic 
contexts; the value of regional perspectives to balance local/global interfaces; institutions and 
governments as units of analysis; and the concept of re-territorialisation.  
 
The field of political ecology developed, in large part, as a framework for analysing environmental 
conflict and human-nature interfaces in third-world contexts (e.g. Blaikie and Brookfield 1987; 
Bryant 1992) (Bryant and Bailey 1997, p. 1; Stonich 1999; Walker 2003). This focus developed out 
of an urgency to address rapid environmental changes in the Third World (Bryant and Bailey 1997, 
p. 11). Early work in political economy and political ecology was rooted in examinations of rural 
and peasant societies, land and property struggles and class struggles, particularly in colonial and 
post-colonial contexts (McCarthy 2002), and relied on world-systems theory to explain global 
core/periphery economic and class patterns (Biersack 2006, pp. 3-4). Bryant and Bailey (1997) 
argued that a continued focus on Third World contexts, to the explicit exclusion of globalist 
approaches to political ecology, was critical to addressing Third World environmental issues (p. 7). 
They were concerned that a “global” political ecology would circumvent some of the most 
important contexts of the political/ecological nexus, particularly colonialism, Western/non-Western 
dichotomies of economy and nature, and the endemic poverty of the Third World (Bryant and 
Bailey 1997, pp. 7-8). As such, much of the field of political ecology continues to rest on these 
traditions. 
 
Political ecology has much to offer, however, for investigating how humans articulate their 
environment in the First World (McCarthy 2002; Robbins 2002; Walker 2003). McCarthy (2002), 
one of the first to apply these political ecology frameworks explicitly to a First World context, 
analyses the political ecology of contests over federal land in the Western USA and demonstrates 
how class privilege, limits of state capacity and moral economies in environmental discourses are 
issues not limited to Third World contexts. McCarthy argues that political ecology frameworks may 
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be applied to First World contexts because they exhibit many of the same social, economic, and 
environmental nexuses, such as contestations over access to resources for livelihoods, and the 
limited capacity of the state to regulate these resources (p. 1297). Schroeder et al. (2006) argues 
similarly that Third World conditions, such as poverty and colonial legacies, are present in the First 
World (p. 164). Essentially, McCarthy (2002) and Schroeder et al. (2006) argue that the Third 
World is present in the first, justifying political ecology applications.  
 
Walker (2003) takes a slightly different approach to a political ecology of the First World, one to 
which this thesis more closely aligns. While others had argued the relevance of political ecology to 
the First World because of similar social or economic scenarios to the third, Walker argues that 
political ecology is relevant despite the “centralized and institutionalized rules of resource use” in 
the First World (p. 9). Such rules nevertheless mirror Third World scenarios in that they are 
“expressions of social relationships”, “reinterpreted or selectively enforced according to culturally 
or historically defined customary rights or privileges” (pp. 9-10). Furthermore, Walker all but 
rejects the concept of First and Third worlds as relevant to political ecology analysis, arguing that 
they are insufficient categorical descriptors (pp. 9-10). Instead, political ecology should focus on 
regions as the unit of analysis, as a way of grounding political ecology analysis with the unit at 
which policy action takes place (e.g. Pacific Northwest Forest Plan, discussed in Chapters Four and 
Five, or the Tasmanian Regional Forestry Agreement, discussed in Chapters Five and Six). 
 
Also important for the analysis in this thesis, Robbins (2002) encourages a political ecology that not 
only looks at the First World, but also looks “up”, to examine formal institutions such as 
governments as the objects of analysis (p. 1510). Traditional Third World ecology was concerned 
with local communities and informal institutions of governance, and a broadened focus to 
understand how large, multinational, and highly-structured institutions impact local communities is 
a crucial direction for political ecology (Robbins 2002, p. 1510). Such a shift results in a “new” 
political ecology that is much more focused on “local-global articulations” (Biersack 2006, p. 4). 
 
Such endorsements of a First World political ecology opened the gates for a range of new case 
studies of the environment-human interfaces in the Global North/ First World (Schroeder et al. 
2006, pp. 163-164). While the geographic areas have changed in this new political ecology, many 
of the themes and conclusions remain similar to studies from the Third World, confirming for 
Schroeder et al. that application of political ecology approaches in the First World/Global North is 
valid (Schroeder et al. 2006, p. 164). The American West has emerged as particularly fertile ground 
for political ecology enquiry (e.g. McCarthy 2002; Brogden and Greenberg 2003; Walker 2003; 
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Robbins 2006; Sheridan 2007), with particular attention paid to federal land use regimes. As in the 
Global South, protected areas have emerged as an important topic for Global North political 
ecology analysis (e.g. Rikoon 2006; Robbins 2006; Reed 2007). The thematic trends emerging from 
these texts are similar to the protected area studies outlined above from Third World contexts. The 
narratives follow what Robbins (2012) calls the thesis of “conservation and control”, particularly 
developed in the African context:  
Control of resources and landscapes has been wrested from local producers or producer 
groups through the implementation of efforts to preserve “sustainability,” “community,” 
or “nature.” In the process, officials and global interests seeking to preserve the 
“environment” have disabled local systems of livelihood, production, and socio-political 
organization (p. 178).  
 
McCarthy (2002), studies the ‘Wise Use movement’: loosely organised groups of proponents of 
multiple-use (forestry, recreation, conservation) and commodity-based uses of federally-owned 
lands. McCarthy studies, in particular, why and how members of the movement oppose protected 
areas, observing that members “suggest that conservation is merely a cover for increased state 
control and the assertion of class privilege in the region” (2002, p. 1281). Robbins (2006) 
investigates how local hunter ecological knowledge is ignored or even ridiculed by ‘scientific’ 
wildlife planners in Yellowstone National Park (USA), concluding that the discourse of 
environmentalism and enclosure silences this group from providing input to land management 
activities. Rikoon (2006) explores local opposition to USA federal government land management 
practices, specifically the removal of feral horses from a conservation area, “not  as  an  anti-
environmental  movement,  but  as  a  contemporary  effort  of  marginalized  groups  to  identify  
sources  of  economic, political, and social loss, and symbols of local identity and power” (p. 200). 
Rikoon’s study provides a window into political ecology’s potential for investigating the Global 
North, demonstrating that questions of state enforcement of nature regimes and loss of local 
authority and associated identities is by no means restricted to the Global South. Rikoon takes a 
regional approach, showing how the local and the global interact in the state of Missouri to produce 
new social constructions of the environment.  
 
3.3.1 – (Re)territorialisation 
As with other political ecology literature, studies on natural resource territorialisation have mainly 
occurred in rural, Global South contexts. Such studies are focused on how a state structure comes 
into being through territorial policies (e.g. Lund 2011), how lived experiences of the land contrast to 
abstractions of the state such as maps (e.g. Vandergeest and Peluso 1995), and how common lands 
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come to be state enclosures (e.g. Corson 2011). In these contexts, the state structure is not 
necessarily recognised as an authority over access to natural resources. Conflict over enclosure and 
protected areas in these studies often involves violence, colonial and neo-colonial policies and 
contexts, and populations with low socio-economic status (see Peluso and Watts (eds) 2001).  
 
However, studying territorialisation in First World contexts requires some slightly modified 
conceptual tools for analysis and critical enquiry. McCarthy argues that a First World political 
ecology should focus on the “ongoing nature of [first world] capitalist development”, rather than 
conceptualising a one-time, linear progression from Third to First World (2002, p. 1298). Brogden 
and Greenberg (2003) go beyond Vandergeest and Peluso’s (1995) initial territorialisation process 
(outlined in section 3.2.3), demonstrating how new discourses give rise to new epistemologies that 
necessitate new territorial orders. Brogden and Greenberg (2003) outline how urban values are 
shifting rural land use in Arizona, from cattle grazing to “communing with nature” (p. 292). 
Importantly, this shift also changes the discourse about public lands, from conceptualisations of 
land as a rangeland resource to one that is a habitat at risk. These changes are characterised as ‘re-
territorialisations’. “Re-territorialisation occurs where there is a reassignment of resource access 
rights to a different population or interest group” (Brogden and Greenberg 2003, p. 291). Re-
territorialisation does not require a shift in jurisdiction or ownership, only a shift in access to a 
resource for a different group (Brogden and Greenberg 2003, p. 291). Zimmerer (2000) alludes to 
this same process in a discussion of the creation of multiple layers of conservation boundaries in 
particular. In attempts to create zones of conservation, for example biospheres around wilderness 
areas, that soften the harsh boundaries of national parks and other such enclosures, new and 
complex enclosures emerge, “creating anew the schisms of nature and society in terms that are 
legal, discursive, environmental, and political-economic” (Zimmerer 2000, p. 363).  
 
The concept of re-territorialisation has been applied to other Global North contexts. Adams et al. 
(2013) investigate how biodiversity conservation is used as a re-territorialisation practice in the 
U.K., concluding that a wide variety of actors, including ENGOs and private citizens, are reordering 
territories across the U.K. using spatial territorialisation techniques such as rubrics of ecosystem 
services (pp. 583-584). While government and private enterprise once had discrete roles with 
respect to environmental engagements, such spatial reorderings also restructure “institutional 
architectures”, resulting in more blended political institutions (Adams et al. 2013, p. 585). Brugger 
(2014) investigated re-territorialisation in the USA in a study of conflict over public land use, 
tracing how re-categorisation of federal lands, for example from a ‘resource’ to a ‘national 
landscape’, can be understood as the creation of a new territory (pp. 130-131). Brugger relates how 
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this shift in territory both created and reinforced a new relationship to the land that was prescribed 
by the nation-state and enforced upon local people who still conceptualised the area in question as a 
resource. The accounts of Adams et al. (2013) and Brugger (2014) highlight the differences 
between the territorialisation processes outlined in the colonial contexts of Vandergeest and Peluso 
(1995) and re-territorialisations of Brogden and Greenberg (2003). In these areas within the Global 
North, land has already been mapped and organised by the modern nation-state structures, 
sometimes in the context of colonial rule, and these structures generally possess legitimacy among 
territorialised non-state actors. The re-territorialisations in these case studies are about a 
reassignment of access within existing governance structures, to change the relationships between 
territories and governed subjects. 
 
3.4 – Forest, protected area and wilderness governance structures in the USA and Australia  
This section provides a brief overview of the governance structures of public forests, protected 
areas and wilderness in the USA and Australia, including World Heritage. It identifies the relevant 
governing bodies and legislation for different land management categories required for completing 
the analysis. The land ownership patterns in the USA and Australia differ somewhat. Though both 
stem from English common-law traditions, they diverge on the central government’s role in owning 
and regulating forests and protected areas, and these differences are important for understanding 
comparative relationships to wilderness. A review of the national and local governance structures of 
forests and wilderness in these two locations is necessary to contextualise the case studies that 
follow. 
 
Australian public (Crown) lands are primarily held in the right of a state, though the 
Commonwealth Government does hold right of some lands directly, such as the Northern Territory. 
Pastoral leases account for almost 45% of Australian Crown land, for the grazing of livestock 
(Productivity Commission 2002), and approximately 9% of all Australian land is in publicly-owned 
protected areas (DEE 2016). The Commonwealth Government, in general, may not interfere in the 
managing of lands held in right of a state (Parliament of Australia 2007, p. 5). World Heritage sites 
are an exception and are discussed in detail in Chapter Six. 
 
By contrast, public lands in the USA are primarily owned and managed by the Federal Government, 
with only a very small percentage owned by states. The Federal Government owns and regulates 
approximately 28% of land in the USA, and 46% of land in the 11 western-most states (Vincent et 
al. 2017, p. 1). Only about 9% of the land area of the USA is owned and regulated by state 
governments (Nelson 2018, p. 9), and the majority of this land is in the eastern USA (p. 4). Federal 
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land within a state’s borders does not fall under the jurisdiction of that state (Vincent and Wyatt 
2016, p. ii). Even for state-owned lands, the US Constitution Supremacy clause grants the Federal 
Government ultimate jurisdiction over such lands, meaning that federal law overrules any contrary 
state law (p. 3).  
 
The US National Forest Service (under the Department of Agriculture) and the US National Park 
Service (NPS) (under the Department of the Interior) are two of the largest federal land 
management agencies in the USA (Vincent et al. 2017). For much of the 20th century, National 
Forest lands were protected under a multiple use mandate: for the indefinite provision of timber 
revenue and employment, as well as for forest health (Steen 2001, p. 278). By contrast, National 
Park lands were to conserve natural environments to benefit both people and nature, a sustainable 
playground for locals and visitors alike (Runte 2010, p. 76). The federal Wilderness Act, described 
in Chapter One, provided a mechanism to designate federal lands as wilderness, requiring them to 
be managed under strict parameters. Federal wilderness is not managed by a separate agency, but 
lands designated as wilderness are required to be managed according to the Act by the relevant 
management agency (Wilderness Connect n.d.a). Many areas within National Forests and National 
Parks became federal wilderness after passage of the Act, changing the management mandates for 
these areas without necessarily changing the jurisdiction (Runte 2010, pp. 210-211). The 
Wilderness Act superseded any previous laws on wilderness-designated Park Service and Forest 
Service lands that were contradictory (Runte 2010, p. 211). Federal wilderness areas are collectively 
referred to as the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) (Wilderness Act 1964) and 
since the passing of the Act, over 44 million hectares of wilderness has been designated (Wilderness 
Connect n.d.b). 
 
Forest and wilderness governance in Australia, in contrast, is not as centralised to the federal 
government. As public lands tend to be held in right of the state, state governments manage the 
system of national parks within their state boundaries4, despite the nomenclature ‘national’, as well 
as their forest estates (DAW 2018a). Australia takes a collaborative approach between the State and 
                                               
4 There are six Commonwealth National Parks that are owned and managed directly by the 
Commonwealth Government. Some of these parks, such as Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park, have 
been handed back to their traditional owners and are managed in formal collaboration with the 
Commonwealth Government. While the participation of Indigenous peoples as a distinct category 
was not specifically sought for this thesis, their important role in understanding political 
relationships to wilderness and National Parks is acknowledged. 
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Commonwealth Governments, with forests and national parks managed by states according to both 
national and state goals and priorities. Australia’s national parks are collectively referred to as the 
National Reserve System. The National Reserve System is a network, managed by the 
Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Energy, of protected areas under state, 
Commonwealth and other jurisdictions (such as Indigenous lands) (DEE n.d.a). Australia’s forest 
reserves outside national parks are managed for a variety of priorities such as timber production, 
recreation, and ecosystem management, under Regional Forest Agreements between the state 
governments and the Commonwealth, under the Department of Agriculture and Water Resources 
(DAW 2018b).  
 
Australia’s primary federal environmental protection legislation, the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, does not address the concept of wilderness, instead focusing 
more broadly on the protection of ‘the environment’, particularly biodiversity. Some states, such as 
New South Wales, have wilderness legislation separate to other national park or conservation 
legislation (Muir 2007), in a structure similar to the US Wilderness Act. Other states, such as 
Queensland, consider wilderness as a zoning type in their national park legislation (Muir 2007). 
Throughout the 1990s and early 2000s, Australia ran an extensive ‘National Wilderness Inventory 
Program’, which sought to identify, categorise and track areas of wilderness across the country 
(Australian Heritage Commission 2003). However, over the last 20 years, the state and federal 
governments (Sawyer 2015) and ENGOs (Muir 2007) have moved away from ‘wilderness’ per se as 
a singular conservation priority, in favour of a broader strategy that focuses on ecosystem and 
national parks. The one exception is Tasmania, where the wilderness concept has remained at the 
forefront of debates over protected areas (Sawyer 2015).  
 
 
Table 2: Ownership and authority over public forest land categories, USA and Australia 
 USA Australia 
Ownership of public 
forest lands 
 
Primarily Federal government Primarily state governments 
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Authority over national 
parks 
Exclusively Federal government, 
with some partnerships with 
Native American nations and 
other local governments. 
Primarily state governments, 
though some national parks fall 
under Commonwealth authority 
directly (e.g. Uluru-Kata Tjuta 
National Park). 
Authority over World 
Heritage sites 
Federal government, with almost 
all World Heritage sites on 
Federal land 
State governments, but 
Commonwealth has authority over 
anything that could significantly 
impact site 
Authority over 
‘wilderness’ areas 
Areas designated under 
Wilderness Act are Federal lands 
only, under management of 
relevant federal agency (e.g. US 
Forest Service). 
No federal-level wilderness 
legislation; managed on a state-
by-state basis either through 
legislation or management 
mandates. 
 
While the Australian Commonwealth Government does not generally have authority over state-held 
national parks, areas with World Heritage status are an exception. The World Heritage Convention 
in Australia is governed under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999, as well as associated site-level management plans (DEE n.d.b). The 
Commonwealth Government has the authority under the Act to require federal-level approval for 
any action in a World Heritage site that could have ‘significant impact’ (DEE 2013a). National-
level administration of the World Heritage Convention sits within the Department of the 
Environment and Energy, though day-to-day management of World Heritage sites is the purview of 
the relevant state department.  
 
In the USA, the World Heritage Program is coordinated by the Department of the Interior. The 
Program is domestically governed under the National Historic Preservation Act and associated 
Federal codes. In contrast to Australia, most US World Heritage sites are located on Federal land, 
though a number of sites operate under joint management agreements with local or tribal 
governments (Morris n.d.). US Federal law prevents nomination of non-Federal property without 
the written consent of all property owners (National Historic Preservation Act 1980 amendment), 
resulting in few listings that are not entirely owned by the Federal government (Morris n.d.). Out of 
13 natural and mixed World Heritage sites in the USA, eight contain formally designated 
wilderness, though wilderness traits are not necessarily a part of their World Heritage criteria for 
Outstanding Universal Value.  
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3.5 - Conclusion 
Chapter Three introduced political ecology as a framework for examining wilderness. It explored 
the concepts of territoriality and how protected areas can be understood as territorial processes and 
defined critical terms that will be used throughout the thesis, such as access and second nature. The 
chapter also discussed the development of political ecology studies in Third World contexts and 
explored how concepts developed in political ecology can be applied to the First World/Global 
North as well. The chapter also summarises how perspectives of political ecology have been applied 
to date in the USA and Australia and how these studies relate to the work of this thesis. Finally, the 
chapter provided an overview of relevant legislation and governance of forests and wilderness in the 
USA and Australia, necessary for analysing political relationships to wilderness in the two case 
study sites. The following four chapters will expand on the foundations laid down in this chapter, 
outlining how wilderness can be conceived as a territorialisation process, the role World Heritage 
plays in this process, and how wilderness as a political process contributes to changing 
conceptualisations about humans and nature in society. 
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4. Introducing the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania 
 
4.1 – Introduction  
The previous chapter provided the background theory needed for analysis within this thesis. This 
chapter introduces the case study sites, the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania, and a broad analysis 
of their political ecological context and history is provided. The history of access to forest 
resources, changing management regimes and bureaucracies, and movements in public opinion are 
examined in the two study sites. This chapter frames the case studies, to support analyses of 
protected areas, wilderness and territorialisation in Chapters Five, Six and Seven.  
 
The Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania are icons of natural beauty, but both have seen environmental 
controversy. With their expanses of ecologically and economically valuable temperate rainforest, 
both regions are often rocked by disputes over who is in control of forest land. Both settled by 
Europeans in the 19th century, these forests seeded communities with a culture of forestry work and 
a reliance on forest commodities. By the mid-20th century, the forestry communities in Tasmania 
and the Olympic Peninsula had grown into strong timber economies with national and international 
markets (Dietrich 2010, pp. 131-135; Buckman 2008, pp. 70-73). However, by the late 20th century, 
concern for destruction of natural habitats drove an international change in perspectives on 
biodiversity management, as many millions of acres around the world were shifted into 
conservation zones (Adams 2004, p. 99-100). While both the USA and Australia already had a 
strong historical tradition of forest conservation, the official mandate of public forest conservation 
had been to ensure the ongoing economic viability of forest resources, rather than for the 
conservation of ecology per se (Steen 2001, p. 79; Lane and McDonald 2002, pp. 196-198). The 
global environmental movement strengthened a long-competing perspective in both countries: 
forests should be preserved for their own intrinsic value, rather than their economic value. Deep 
divides have grown in the USA and Australia among differing interpretations of how humans 
should interact with the natural environment and about whether humans are fundamentally 
incompatible with nature. Such deep divides about human/forest relationships continue to shape the 
Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania today.  
 
4.2 – The Olympic Peninsula 
The Olympic Peninsula (the ‘Peninsula’) is located in the northwestern corner of Washington State, 
USA (Figure 1). The Peninsula is home to eight Native American tribes (the Elwha Klallam, 
Jamestown S'Klallam, Port Gamble S'Klallam, Skokomish, Quinault, Hoh, Quileute, Squaxin 
Island, and Makah), who have inhabited the Peninsula for approximately 15,000 years (Wray 2013, 
44 
 
p. 3). The Peninsula was not settled by Europeans until the 1890s (US National Park Service 2009) 
and to this day it is sparsely populated. The Peninsula (comprising Clallam, Jefferson, Grays Harbor 
and Mason counties) 5 comprises approximately 21,000 km2 (WA Office of Financial Management 
2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d) and is a region shaped by glacial activity: towering mountains, 
hundreds of rivers, streams and lakes and unique mountain and coastal ecosystems (US National 
Park Service 2016a). The region has the highest annual precipitation in the continental USA 
(Arguez et al. 2010), covering the Peninsula in a thick temperate rainforest. It is home to a number 
of endangered plants and animals found almost nowhere else in the world (US National Park 
Service 2018b).  
 
Figure 1 – The Olympic Peninsula and surrounds, Washington, USA (image source: Google Maps). 
At the heart of the Peninsula is the Olympic National Park (ONP), 3,700 km2 of forest, marine and 
mountain ecosystems managed by the US National Park Service. Over 95% of the park is Federal 
                                               
5 The Olympic Peninsula does not have formal boundaries as it is not an administrative unit, but 
rather a geographic one. The Olympic Peninsula is usually defined as bounded in the west by the 
Pacific Ocean, to the east by the Hood Canal, to the north by the Strait of Juan de Fuca and to the 
south by the southern border of Grays Harbor County. Some locals, however, would say the 
Peninsula is bounded to the south by Highway 12 running east out of Aberdeen. 
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wilderness, designated in 1988 (US National Park Service 2015b). The ONP was made a National 
Monument in 1909 and a National Park in 1938 ( US National Park Service 2016b). The ONP is 
both a World Heritage natural site, listed in 1981, and a UNESCO International Biosphere Reserve, 
listed in 1976, (US National Park Service 2016b). ONP contains one of the largest remaining intact 
stands of temperate rainforest in the world, as well as unique contiguous marine-to-glacial 
ecosystems (World Heritage Centre n.d.a). The ONP is the 7th most visited National Park in the US 
system, with about 3.4 million visitors annually (US National Park Service 2015a). 
 
Surrounding the ONP is a system of National Forest (managed by the US Forest Service), State of 
Washington forest (Department of Natural Resources), tribal reservations (eight treaty tribes are 
recognized on the Peninsula) and marine reservations, as well as various city, county, state and 
federal jurisdictions (Figure 2). The Olympic National Forest covers approximately 2,500 km2 and 
is approximately 14% federal wilderness (modified from Wilderness Connect 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 
2018d, 2018e, 2018f). Together, the NPS and the Forest Service manage approximately 3,900 km2, 
or about 19% of the land area of the Peninsula, under the federal Wilderness Act (Modified from 
Wilderness Connect 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2018d, 2018e, 2018f) (Figure 3).  
 
The Peninsula is home to approximately 242,000 residents, who live primarily outside even the 
small towns on the Peninsula; the largest cities are Port Angeles (pop. 20,000) on the northern coast 
and Aberdeen (pop. 17,000) on the southwest coast (WA Office of Financial Management 2017a, 
2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e). Employment trends vary across the Peninsula, with approximately 
25% of employment in government, 25% in non-service industries (construction and manufacturing 
are the largest), and 50% in service industries, primarily retail and health services (Headwaters 
Economics 2012, p. 12). The Peninsula is a popular destination for tourists from the nearby city of 
Seattle and a retirement area of choice for residents of Washington State (Judd 2016). However, 
there is still a stark urban–rural divide between the Olympic Peninsula and the nearby metropolis of 
Seattle and greater King County (population of 3.6 million). Approximately 84% of Washington 
State’s population resides in urban areas (Iowa Community Indicators Program 2010), with the 
population of the rural Olympic Peninsula accounting for approximately 3% of the entire state 
population (WA Office of Financial Management 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e). 
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Figure 2 – Land ownership categories, Olympic Peninsula (image source: Headwater Economics 
2012, p. 6). 
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Figure 3 – Federal wilderness protected areas on the Olympic Peninsula (image source: 
Creachbaum et al. 2013, p. 2). 
 
The first European settlers to the Peninsula were timber-getters and farmers, and timber remained a 
critical part of the economy of the region until the 1980s (Dietrich 2010, pp. 141-143; Buttolph et 
al. 2006, p. ii). From an early stage in the forest economy of the Peninsula, the Federal government 
was an arbiter of public forest access and usage, and rights to the forest were regulated through 
Federal government departments (Lien 1991, p. 10; Dark 1997, pp. 4-5; Dietrich 2010, pp. 99-100). 
The US system of National Forests as a source of timber was an important foundation for the 
economy of the region, particularly for independent logging families who did not own their own 
timberland or worked for private timber companies; so called “gyppo”6 loggers (Robbins 1985, p. 
                                               
6 The word “gyppo” in reference to logger originates in the Pacific Northwest of the USA The term 
was derogatory at its onset, associated with the words “gypsy” or “gypping”. The first use of the 
word has been traced to the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), who used it to vilify 
individuals who broke strikes against timber companies (Mittelman 1923). It is not used as a 
derogatory term today and simply refers to someone who does not work for a timber company.  
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420). These gyppo loggers were iconic to the Pacific Northwest region and personified, for many, 
strength, independence, and a conservationist ethic (Robbins 1985, p. 420; Walls 2001, p. 7). “Both 
hard work and personal strength were valued, and because the gyppo viewed the work as hard and 
as requiring personal strength, his performance of the work confirmed and validated his own self-
image and identity as a logger” (Williamson 1977, p. 35). Both public and private forest in the 
Pacific Northwest were logged heavily, particularly from WWII onwards, to supply the needs of a 
growing post-war economy (Robbins 1985, pp. 419-421). 7 
 
As early as the 1910s, individuals and government departments had shown concern for the 
extensive logging in the Pacific Northwest, fearing there was not sustainable management of the 
country’s timber estate (Robbins 1985, pp. 415-416). The Forest Service was early in attempts to 
establish plans for ensuring sustainable yields, but the growing need for timber products in the 
Western USA outweighed the disquiet. It was not until the 1980s that national concern for these 
forests began to grow, with a fear for the stability of their natural ecosystems, as well as for their 
sustainable yield. The forests of the Pacific Northwest were finally brought to the national spotlight 
as species endemic to the region, especially the Northern Spotted Owl, were placed onto the 
Endangered Species List (Van Pelt 2007). With the Forest Service continuing to log areas that were 
designated Northern Spotted Owl habitat, a protracted legal battle began between the Forest Service 
and various environmental groups (Dark 1997, p. 6). Tensions were high on the Peninsula, with 
timber families afraid to see their livelihoods disappear due to conservation measures.  
In January 1991, an Olympic National Park ranger found a spotted owl nailed to a 
sign by the road to the visitor center, a red-tipped kitchen match protruding from its 
breast, and a typewritten note attached to the corpse. ‘If you think your parks and 
                                               
7 A cultural and economic reliance on the forest and forestry work pre-dates European settlement 
was also an important part of local indigenous community heritage. Indigenous communities on the 
Peninsula have a long history of managing, logging, and burning their forests for resource 
extraction (see Dark 1997 pp. 11-13). With the arrival of an industrial timber economy, some 
indigenous communities on the Peninsula continued their participation in the forest economy, 
coming to rely on the industrial timber economy as one of the primary sources of employment for 
indigenous people (Buttolph et al 2006, pp. 15-17) and some tribes fighting to be allowed to log or 
develop on their traditional lands (e.g. see discussion of Makah Tribal Council disputes over Ozette 
Reservation in Lien 1991, pp. 315-320). While the participation of Indigenous peoples as a distinct 
category was not specifically sought for this thesis, their important role in understanding political 
relationships to wilderness on the Olympic Peninsula is acknowledged.  
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wilderness don’t have enough of these suckers, plant this one,’ it read. ‘They talk of 
social unrest. The match has yet to be struck’ (Raban 2010).  
After five years of court battles, protests, injunctions and forest sit-ins, no resolutions were reached 
and the Clinton presidential administration intervened, holding a series of summits and talks that 
eventually led to the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP), a set of Federal policies to guide land 
use in the Pacific Northwest that focused on ecosystem management, rather than timber harvest 
(Daniels 2005; Regional Ecosystem Office n.d.). Owing to the NWFP, logging on National Forest 
lands diminished significantly (Donoghue and Charnley 2007).  
 
The timber harvest landscape and associated employment on the Peninsula today has changed 
dramatically. The Olympic Peninsula is rich in late successional forests, or “old growth forest”, 
highly valued as both timber and habitat. Owing to the value of these forests as Northern Spotted 
Owl habitat, the Olympic National Forest was primarily classified as a reserve under the NWFP, 
meaning it cannot be logged (except pre-commercial thinning for the express purpose of improving 
habitat) (Donoghue and Charnley 2007, p. 20). Timber production from the Olympic National 
Forest dropped from about 250 million board feet per annum in the 1980s, to a probable sale 
quantity8 of only 10 million board feet by 1994, when millions of acres of forest were closed to 
logging entirely (Buttolph et al. 2006, pp. 19-20). Under the NWFP, approximately 8% of the 
Olympic National Forest is now available to meet the probable sale quantity (p. 20). Forest Service 
budget cuts have also seen the timber productivity of all forests reduce under the NWFP, with 
annual volumes only meeting approximately 50% of the harvest intended under the plan 
(Underwood and Cross 2012, p. 32). At the current harvest rate, there is only a loose relationship 
between timber-related employment in the region and National Forest harvests (Headwater 
Economics 2012, p. 19), in contrast to pre-NWFP reliance on federal forests to support timber 
industry jobs. 
 
The NWFP left a heavy legacy on the timber families of the Pacific Northwest, and contempt on the 
Peninsula for ‘environmentalists’, ‘city folk’ and the Federal Government runs deeply (OP-I01 
2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I11 2014). Interviews demonstrated that the reliance on public forests as a 
source of timber has shaped local relationships with the Federal Government more broadly, with the 
changes from multiple use mandates to conservation engendering broader feelings of loss of 
                                               
8 “Probably sale quantity” is the maximum volume of timber that can be harvested from a given 
national forest, coupled with an assessment of the lands within the forest actually suitable for timber 
harvest (Buttolph et al. 2006, p. 19). 
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control, suspicion, and anger with the Federal Government (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I11 
2014). The early 1990s saw high job losses in the timber industry for Peninsula communities 
(Daniels 2005, p. 39; Buttolph et al. 2006, p. ii), though many analyses argue that changes to 
technology and global timber supply and demand had a more significant impact (e.g. Daniels 2005, 
p. 1; Haynes 2009, pp. 8-9; Headwater Economics 2012, p. 20). Though the timber economy has 
slowed considerably over the last few decades, it remains an important part of the identity of some 
Peninsula residents interviewed (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I06 2014). While 
new employment sectors are growing on the Peninsula, many families never recovered from the end 
of the logging boom (Buttolph et al. 2006, p. 46, 55). Some participants blame this on the Federal 
Government environmental regulations and environmental groups (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-
I11 2014), rather than on global economic changes, and some have come to view the Federal 
Government with frustration and suspicion (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I03 2014; OP-I12 
2015). Bob worked in the timber industry for many years, both on his own land and for timber 
companies; he is now retired: 
You go any place in the county [for a job]. It was very good. Everybody had some 
work out there. It brought all that income into the community. It developed the mills 
and, of course, [Aberdeen] has been a mill town since 1890. The number of mills we 
had here, you couldn’t number them all. Now we’re down to about three...[my wife 
and I] logged for almost 20 years and did very well. We were blessed. Then the 
spotted owl came along and – the spotted owl just killed everything around here. 
If this National Forest is not producing any timber, why have a National Forest there? 
You might as well make it a Park. I mean, we’ve joked about that for years. In fact, 
I think originally, there’s some documents out there – that were written in the 30s 
and 20s about the Federal Government’s goal was to make the whole Peninsula into 
a Park (OP-I01 2014). 
 
The implementation of the NWFP in particular has also left some members of this community 
suspicious of any federal forest conservation initiative that might threaten what little livelihood they 
have remaining from the timber industry (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I14 2014). Patrick is a 
biologist and works with environmental groups on the Peninsula to advocate for wilderness: 
People have some shared values about the natural resources and being able to enjoy 
the outdoors and fish.  There are some things that are shared.  But there’s definitely 
some differences.  The big one is just the whole history and legacy over the Northwest 
Forest Plan.  I think this feeds into that perspective of some local aversion to the 
perspectives of “outsiders”. They had a good local thing going there.  It was not 
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sustainable.  I don’t think they have ever been willing to admit that.  But they had a 
good thing going from the 1920s until the late 1980s. They basically overplayed their 
hand to the point that it became a national issue...These were federal lands.   Logging 
and timber harvest has fundamentally shut down on federal lands (OP-I14 2014). 
 
While the Forest Service was an early state institution shaping relationships to the forest, the NPS 
was not far behind. The ONP was created in response to early concerns for forest conservation on 
the Peninsula, and while logging within the ONP took place early in its history (Lien 1991, pp. 254-
298), not to permit logging within National Park boundaries was a relatively clear mandate by the 
1980s, leaving the ONP mostly outside the NWFP debates. When the ONP was created, it was 
reserved specifically as a forest wilderness park (Lien 1991, p. 131), created to protect forest 
wilderness from the timber industry, both private and governmental (e.g. the National Forest 
Service) (Lien 1991, pp. 145-212). The legacy as a wilderness park remains strong in the culture of 
the Park Service at Olympic today (OP-I06 2014; OP-I07 2014; OP-I10 2015; OP-I12 2015). 
Marianne is an employee at the NPS who has worked for a number of years managing wilderness in 
the National Park system: 
When the [ONP] was created, it was created as one of the wilderness parks. The 
intent was clear, from all the records from the Secretary of the Interior, that this was 
designed to be a wilderness park. So that has been a theme throughout. It’s one of 
our major interpretive themes. It’s also one of our significant 
statements...proclaiming that that is part of the identity of Olympic, is its diversity 
and the fact that it’s a wilderness park (OP-I10 2015). 
 
The Olympic National Park is an important economic contributor on the Peninsula, with an 
estimated $385 million USD in economic output9 annually, as a result of 3.4 million annual visitors 
(Thomas et al. 2018).  By no means is the Park a complete solution for an economically struggling 
region, however. While many espouse the benefits of developing the tourist economy as an 
alternative to forestry or other primary industry (e.g. OP-T16 1992; Reeder and Brown 2005, p. 1; 
OP-T01 2016; ), interviewees felt that tourism employment tends to be more seasonal and lower 
paid than the blue-collar jobs many Peninsula residents used to enjoy (OP-I02 2014; OP-I03 2014; 
                                               
9 “Economic Output is a measure of the total estimated value of the production of goods and 
services supported by NPS visitor spending. Economic output is the sum of all intermediate sales 
(business to business) and final demand (sales to consumers and exports)” (Thomas et al. 2018, p. 
3). 
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OP-I04 2014; OP-I05 2015), an assessment shared by economic analysis (Headwater Economics 
2012, pp. 2-3; Buttolph et al. 2006, pp. 52-54). Some business operators in the towns of Port 
Angeles or Forks are finding that 3.4 million visitors per year are insufficient for their businesses to 
flourish (OP-I04 2014; OP-I05 2015). Visitor spending is estimated at about $279 million USD per 
year, an average of only $82 USD per visitor (adapted from Thomas et al. 2018), a level not seen as 
enough to provide a viable business for many people (OP-C02 2014; OP-C03 2014). “Visitors from 
Seattle drive to Hurricane Ridge, look around, buy a hamburger and go home” (OP-C03 2014). 
Frank has been a manager in a timber company on the Peninsula for several decades: 
The fear side of it is the concern that the businesses that rely on natural resources 
somehow get swallowed up or get restricted out of business because they can no longer 
function economically.  Or that we lose the sawmills that support our business.  Or 
that we lose the pulp mills and that we can no longer be economically viable.  Because 
[the timber community has] seen that erosion.  We continue to have mills that shut 
down.  For whatever reason.  I’m not saying it’s all because of environmental 
protection of any kind.  But where those natural resources industry, in particular 
timber, were the foundations for the economic growth in the area, that’s no longer the 
case.  It’s not that we’re dying; we’re dead (OP-I09-2014). 
 
The NPS is also viewed with suspicion by some on the Peninsula, who view it as another extension 
of federal control over local livelihoods (OP-I02 2014; OP-I03 2014), or even an extension of the 
United Nations (UN), due to the ONP’s status as a World Heritage site and UN biosphere reserve 
(OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014).  
Here on the Peninsula...When we get to the federal level; sure, we talk with them, we 
meet with their staff and all of that. They go back to Washington DC and they do 
what the big boys want (OP-I02 2014). 
Wilderness, as a federal designation that comes with strict usage rules, is met with equal concern, 
and some residents feel frustrated and disheartened at what feels like an impossible battle against 
large and bureaucratic federal entities (OP-I01 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I06 2014). These matters are 
discussed further in Chapters Six and Seven.   
 
The Peninsula is not populated only with timber families struggling with (lack of) access to timber 
resources. Increasingly, the Peninsula is also attracting a generation of residents who are drawn to 
its natural beauty and expanses of protected areas (Judd 2016). Many of these residents are also 
frustrated with the Forest Service and the National Park, but for different reasons. They perceive the 
forests of the Olympic Peninsula, including those within the National Park, to be under constant 
53 
 
potential threat from logging, overuse or mismanagement (OP-I03 2014; OP-I06 2014; OP-I07 
2014; OP-I13 2015; OP-I14 2014; OP-I15 2015). Some see the NWFP as too easily removed, and 
the fact that some (though limited) logging is still allowed within the National Forest means that 
any federal forest that has not been designated as wilderness could potentially become available for 
logging again (OP-I06 2014; OP-I07 2014; OP-I13 2015; OP-I14 2014). Patrick, a biologist who 
works on the Peninsula, believes the timber industry ‘overplayed their hand’, and that those who 
want to conserve the forests are too wary of the industry even to support sustainable harvest: 
There’s kind of two perspectives in the timber industry.  There’s a few old guys who 
would just like to go back to the good old days and log the shit out of everything.  
Then there’s others that acknowledge that times have changed. These lands are very 
good for growing trees.  You’ve got abundant rainfall, good soils, low elevation, great 
growing conditions.  You could, if you managed these lands effectively, you could 
grow a sustainable supply of timber if you didn’t over cut it, did proper rotations. But 
the problem is, it’s like they so overplayed their hand that the restrictions that came 
back were so heavy that it’s really prevented that from happening.  The conservation 
community had such a big win there – I mean, folks are really unwilling to go back 
and revisit any of that (OP-I14-2014). 
 
The social and economic background of Tasmania is not drastically different from that of the 
Olympic Peninsula, with similar debates and unresolved tensions playing out on the opposite side of 
the world. 
 
4.3 – Tasmania 
Tasmania is the smallest and least populated Australian state, comprising an island at the southern 
tip of the Australian continent. The island state comprises approximately 68,401 km2 and forms the 
southernmost tip of the Australian continent (Figure 4). Tasmania’s largest cities are Hobart in the 
south, with a population of approximately 50,000 people in the city and 200,000 in the broader 
metropolitan area (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2016a), and Launceston to the north, with a 
population of 81,000 (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2016b). With a total population in Tasmania 
of only 510,000, these two cities account for more than 55% of the state’s population (modified 
from Australian Bureau of Statistics 2016c).  
 
Covering much of the west of the state is a collection of over 19 national parks and reserves that 
forms the approximately 15,800 km2 Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) 
(Figure 5). In total, national parks, reserves and conservation areas cover 29,000 km2 of Tasmania, 
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over 40% of the land area of the state (modified from Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 2015a). 
Much of Tasmania’s rugged landscape was formed through glacial activity, cutting steep gorges 
through towering mountain ranges, resulting in many varied and unique ecosystems (World 
Heritage Centre n.d.b; Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 2017). Listed as World Heritage in 
1982, The TWWHA is valuable in part due to its status as “one of the last expanses of temperate 
rainforest in the world” (World Heritage Centre n.d.b) and at the time of its listing as a World 
Heritage site, it satisfied more criteria than any other World Heritage property (Tasmania Parks and 
Wildlife Service 2017). Many species can be found in Tasmania that exist nowhere else in the 
world, such as the world’s tallest flowering plant, the Mountain Ash, and the Tasmanian devil. 
 
 
Figure 4 – Tasmania, Australia (image source: Google Maps). 
 
Despite the name “national” parks and reserves, the TWWHA and other national parks and reserves 
in Tasmania are under Tasmanian State, not Commonwealth, jurisdiction. They are managed by the 
Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) within the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment (DPIPWE). The PWS is tasked with “protecting, presenting and managing, in concert 
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with the community, Tasmania's unique and outstanding reserve system for all people, for all time” 
(Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 2015b). Public forest lands are managed by a variety of 
different departments and government enterprises, depending on their usage category, such as 
national parks or production forest. Tasmania’s public timber production lands are primarily 
managed by a government business enterprise called Forestry Tasmania10, tasked with producing a 
sustainable economic return from Tasmania’s forests (Sustainable Timber Tasmania 2018a). 
 
 
                                               
10 Forestry Tasmania was renamed ‘Sustainable Timber Tasmania’ on 01 July 2017 (Sustainable 
Timber Tasmania 2018a). However, the entity will be referred to in the text as ‘Forestry Tasmania’, 
as this name is contemporaneous with the collection of the research data. 
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Figure 5 – Parks and reserves in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA). The 
eastern portion of Tasmania does not appear in this map as there are no areas of the TWWHA on 
the eastern side of the state (image source: Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 2016). 
 
Tasmania, or Van Diemen’s Land to early European settlers, was a lonely, wild place in the 
European imagination (Haynes 2006). Tales abound of vast and impregnable wilderness (Haynes 
2006) and wilderness and physical landscapes are important to the Tasmanian identity (Reynolds 
2006). “Contemporary Tasmanians relate to place – to what was here when the Europeans arrived 
rather than to what has subsequently been achieved by human endeavour. It is a patriotism of 
geography rather than history” (Reynolds 2006). Tasmanian Aboriginal people, the Palawa people, 
inhabited Tasmania from approximately 30,000 years ago (Pardoe et al. 1991, p. 1). The first 
Europeans to settle in Tasmania were convicts and seal hunters. The sealing industry declined in the 
1830s (Sprod 2017) and following the end of the convict period in 1852, Tasmania’s population 
spread across the central plateau and northeast and southeast coasts, building a diverse economy of 
farming, mining and timber (Felmingham 2006).  
 
The forestry industry has been an economic staple for Tasmania since the convict period (Carron 
1985, pp. 59-61). Most controversial for Tasmania has been the export woodchip industry, due to its 
impact on Tasmania’s native and old-growth forests (Buckman 2008, p. 79). Tasmania entered the 
wood-chipping market in the 1970s, where the focus is on volume of production rather than quality 
(Carron 1985, pp. 81-82). Woodchips were exceedingly lucrative and became the primary focus for 
the Tasmanian forest industry in the 1980s and 90s (Macintosh 2013, pp. 19-20) (TAS-I02 2015). 
The early 2000s brought a crash to the industry in Australia, as international competitors entered the 
market in countries such as Brazil, Indonesia and Malaysia, where labour and production cost far 
less than in Australia (van Tiggelen 2014). Tasmania was unable to re-enter the sawlog industry due 
to the loss of sawmills and expertise over the woodchipping period (TAS-I10 2016) and 
competition and market forces forced ultimately forced Tasmania to reduce the forest industry 
drastically (van Tiggelen 2014) (TAS-I02 2015).  
 
Tasmania has seen much environmental controversy related to forestry, hydroelectric development 
and mining throughout its recent history, and was home to some of the earliest environmental 
movements for all of Australia (see Chapter One). Controversy over the exploitation of 
Tasmanian’s forests is almost as old as its forestry industry, with the first Tasmanian Conservator of 
Forests in the mid-1880s calling for an end to destructive logging practices (Buckman 2008, p. 69). 
The first national park was created in Tasmania in 1916, and throughout the 20th century, activists 
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fought to have additional national parks created to protect forests from the logging industry, as well 
as hydroelectric development (Buckman 2008, pp. 175-222).  
 
As on the Olympic Peninsula, the 1980s and 90s were a tumultuous time for the Tasmanian 
conservation and forestry communities. It was the expanding woodchip industry in the early 1980s 
that stirred the environmental community to act against forestry practices, kick-starting a series of 
campaigns, government debates and legal battles that would last a decade (Buckman 2008, pp. 89-
110). Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, the Tasmanian Government sought to continue the 
native timber (non-plantation) wood chipping industry, while the national conservation movement 
sought to stop it (pp. 89-111). Tensions came to a head in 1995, when a woodchip export license 
renewal was approved and protests broke out across the country (p. 112). Following court action 
and lobbying by environmental groups, temporary protections for the areas allotted for wood 
chipping were provided by the Commonwealth Government, against the wishes of the state of 
Tasmania (p. 113). The dispute ultimately led to the creation of the 1997 Tasmanian Regional 
Forest Agreement (RFA), intended to provide a lasting balance between timber and environmental 
interests (DAW 2018b). 
 
The RFA, however, did not produce peace as hoped. With several forest areas left unprotected that 
were viewed as being key by environmental groups, protesters from around the country converged 
on Tasmania throughout the late 1990s and 2000s to hold blockades against the commencing 
logging operations in areas including the Tarkine and Styx Valley (Buckman 2008, pp. 116-130). 
The Tasmanian Community Forest Agreement, a 2005 supplement to the RFA, provided additions 
to protected areas, but also allowed logging of old-growth native forests to continue (DAW 2017). 
A so-called “peace” deal was finally reached in 2011 with the Tasmanian Forest Intergovernmental 
Agreement/2012 Tasmanian Forest Agreement (TFA), which saw an increase in protected forest, 
the exit of Gunns Ltd (the largest private forestry enterprise in Tasmania) from the native forest 
harvesting market (Hopkin 2014), and the 2013 extension of the TWWHA boundary. However, the 
agreement was repealed when the Hodgman Liberal government won election in Tasmania in 2014 
on a promise to restore the forestry sector, and was replaced with the Forestry (Rebuilding the 
Forest Industry) Act 2014 (Tas) (RFI). The RFI removed the 400,000 hectares placed into reserves 
under the TFA and placed them into “Future Potential Production Forest”, with the exception of 
those areas that were included in the 2013 TWWHA minor boundary extension (see Figure 6). This 
new category of forest had the potential to be logged from 2020 (with special exceptions for special 
timbers), subject to appropriate approvals.  
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Figure 6 – Distribution of Permanent Timber Production Zone Land in Tasmania (image source: 
Sustainable Timber Tasmania 2018b, p. 10). 
 
The RFI is still in force today and the fight between timber and environmental interests remains as 
strong as ever, with recent disputes over possible delisting of some areas of the TWWHA 
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(discussed in Chapters Five and Six) and concerns for the impact of current logging practices for the 
endangered swift parrot (Cox 2018). Greg, a retired forester and sustainable forestry advocate, sees 
Tasmanians as being on one of two sides: either someone who would never see a tree cut or 
someone who would have unrestricted logging: 
[Both sides are] in the dark about other ways of doing things, rather than either cut it 
down or lock it up. [In Tasmania], there was either exploitation, i.e. this is a working 
forest meaning everything goes, or this is a protected area and you shall not touch it 
or if you have to remove a tree from a track where people bushwalk or whatever, then 
that timber cannot be used for any purposes other than just removal of it. Both were 
either unwilling or unable to think that there was a third way of doing things (TAS-
I10 2016). 
 
Tasmania has diversified its workforce since the 1990s, with most Tasmanians now employed in 
service industries; agriculture, forestry and fishing now account for only about 6% of the state’s 
workforce, with the sector ranked as the 8th largest employer out of 19 industry categories, and with 
a flat growth rate (Institute for the Study of Social Change 2017). Employment in the forestry 
industry in particular has plummeted since 2006 (Schirmer et al. 2014), with some figures showing 
employment in the industry declined by as much as 46% between 2006 and 2011 (Department of 
Agriculture 2013). Primary industry remains critical for Tasmania’s Gross State Product (GSP), 
however. Agriculture, forestry and fishing account for 10% of the GSP (a figure 0.5% higher than 
10 years ago), the single largest contributing category to the economy, with healthcare a close 
second (Institute for the Study of Social Change 2017). Tourism has fast become an important 
economic staple for Tasmania, with tourists spending over $2 billion AUD per year within the state, 
and tourism accounted for almost 8% of the GSP in 2016-17 (Tourism Tasmania 2018a; Eslake 
2017, p. 11). Many tourists visit Tasmania for wilderness tourism experiences and hiking is one of 
the most popular activities (Tourism Tasmania 2018b).  
 
Native timber harvesting remains a divisive political issue in the state (Darby 2014). It has not been 
easy for some communities to transition from industries such as forestry and not all have been able 
to capitalise successfully on tourism or other service sectors (TAS-I02 2015; TAS-I05 2015; TAS-
I06 2015; TAS-I07 2015). In part, this is an economic issue, with tourism paying lower wages and 
providing lower job security, but it is also seen as a cultural issue by some, with service sector work 
seen as being less desirable than forestry or related employment (TAS-I02 2015; TAS-I04 2015; 
TAS-I07 2015).  
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The history of the TWWHA itself is entwined with the broader story of Tasmanian forestry. Almost 
all of the 19 National Parks that make up the TWWHA, as well as several minor boundary 
extensions, have been formed as part of contentious larger agreements among environmental 
groups, the forestry industry and the government of the day. The 2013 boundary modification 
(discussed below), for example, was a result of the 2012 TFA negotiations and supported by the 
Commonwealth Government at the time. The same areas were subsequently subject to a protracted 
political dispute in 2014 when a new Commonwealth Government sought WHC approval to retract 
part of the 2013 extension in order to make it open again for potential logging (discussed in 
Chapters Five and Six).  
 
The TWWHA is also a source of discord between the tourism industry and the environmental 
movement (TAS-I03 2015; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I07 2015). The first Tasmanian national parks 
were created for urban residents to escape the city for beautiful scenery and recreating, as well as 
for protecting public lands from development (Buckman 2008, pp. 176-177). Finding a balance 
among tourists’ enjoyment, economic benefit to locals, and protecting ecosystems and species 
continues to cause tension in Tasmania today. “The clash between tourism and nature conservation 
is the tension that pervades the management of Tasmania’s national parks” (Buckman 2008, p. 181, 
original emphasis). Some interviewees felt that the environmental movement has become too rigid 
against any kind of development, even for tourism, as they have little incentive to support such 
development (TAS-I07 2015; TAS-I09 2016). Chris, a tourism operator, talks about environmental 
activists in Tasmania: 
There's a lot of hard-headed, inflexible attitudes within the activist movement. On 
one hand they claim to be really progressive, but their attitude, if you look at it, really 
is as conservative as anyone you'd ever meet. This is the way it is and they're not 
going to change. A lot of them are my friends, a lot of people that I respect, but for 
them, it is about preserving the wilderness...Parks, can basically do no wrong, [but] 
if you're a [tourism] operator, if you do anything you're under scrutiny and, even if 
you do good things, people will still jump on you. It's a bit like a sectarian battle. 
People say ‘I sit on this side of the fence’ and they're not going to change (TAS-I07 
2015). 
 
In 2014, the Tasmanian Government and the Tourism Industry Council Tasmania (an industry 
body) undertook a planning process to facilitate tourism development in the TWWHA, called Parks 
21 (Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service and Tourism Industry Council Tasmania 2014). Out of 
this process came a call for expressions of interest for sustainable eco-tourism projects within the 
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TWWHA (Groom 2015). Environmental groups were opposed from the beginning, claiming that 
the Liberal Party government was exploiting wilderness values for the interests of private 
developers (O’Connor 2016; Ogilvie 2016). Tourism bodies claimed that they were trying to build 
Tasmanian jobs and opening the Park to more people who want to experience wilderness (Milman 
2015). Industry leaders say they are strongly supportive of maintaining wilderness quality, as such 
qualities are what draw so many visitors to Tasmania, and potential erosion of the wilderness 
qualities of the Park will be closely monitored (TAS-I06 2015; TAS-I07 2015).  
 
The Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania face many similar issues: balancing timber economies with 
protecting ecosystems, juggling wilderness ideals and tourism opportunities, and jockeying for 
control of boundaries and land use patterns under changing legislation, management plans and 
government regimes. The following Chapters will rely on this context to explore specific issues 
related to wilderness in the two case study sites and their relationships to re-territorialisation 
processes, World Heritage and relationships to nature through wilderness.  
 
4.4 – Conclusion 
This chapter introduced the case-study sites and provided a broad history of forestry, wilderness and 
national parks within these areas. The chapter provided the foundation necessary for subsequent 
analysis of wilderness protected areas, territorialisation, and relationships to wilderness. The next 
chapter discusses how the creation, expansion and management of wilderness protected areas, as 
well as their associated bureaucratic processes, are used as territorialisation tools. Following from 
the literature discussed in Chapter Three on the territorialisation (and re-territorialisation) of nature, 
Chapter Five outlines the processes by which different groups compete for control over natural 
resources in the two regions, through mapping, communication of boundaries and creation and 
enforcement of regulation, highlighting examples such as the impact of boundary mapping on the 
special timbers sector and the implementation of the Wild Olympics legislations, the process for the 
ONP Wilderness Stewardship Plan and the TWWHA Management Plan. Chapter Six discusses in 
greater detail the role of World Heritage specifically as a tool for re-territorialisation and compare 
and contrast how it is used differently in the two study sites. Finally, Chapter Seven explores how 
re-territorialisation practices in each of the study sites contribute to creating, reinforcing and 
embedding human relationships to nature through wilderness tourism, conservation science, and an 
exploration of wilderness as a heritage narrative.
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5. Re-territorialising the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania 
Woods, WE 2018, Framing Wilderness as Heritage: A Study of Negotiating Heritage in 
Environmental Conflict, Heritage & Society, vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 147-170. DOI: 
10.1080/2159032X.2018.1491756 
 
Portions of this publication appear in this chapter in Section 5.3.2 – The Wild Olympic proposal. I 
am the sole author of the publication. 
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5. Re-territorialising the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania 
 
5.1 – Introduction 
The previous chapters provided theoretical and historical context for analysis of the case-study sites. 
Following from the literature discussed in Chapter Three on the territorialisation (and re-
territorialisation) of nature, this chapter outlines the processes by which different groups re-
territorialise nature in the two regions through national parks and wilderness conservation. Using 
examples such as the impact of boundary mapping on the special timbers sector in Tasmania, the 
implementation of the Wild Olympics legislations on the Olympic Peninsula, the process for the 
Olympic National Park Wilderness Stewardship Plan and the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area Management Plan, this chapter outlines processes by which different groups compete 
for control over natural resources in the two regions. The subsequent chapters discuss the role of 
World Heritage as a tool for re-territorialisation and then demonstrate how nature is symbolically, 
as well as physically, created and transformed through the concept of wilderness. Overall, the case 
studies presented in this thesis will demonstrate how ‘wilderness’ is used as a territorialisation tool 
by both state and non-state actors to change and control community environmental values. 
 
5.2 – (Re)Territorialising the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania  
Territoriality is defined by Sack (1983) as a phenomenon whereby the regulation of people or 
resources is achieved through the categorisation of a geographic area, rather than through regulation 
of a specific resource or set of people (p. 58). In the case of wilderness, territoriality is the 
phenomenon of designating an area (a territory) as wilderness, thereby prescribing the set of values 
and activities allowed within that area. As discussed in Chapter Three, territorialisation is the 
process through which territorial policies are achieved, a process that establishes a “field of play” 
that “[structures] the possible actions of others” (Greenberg 2006, p. 127), in order to legitimise 
claims of authority (Sikor and Lund 2009, p. 14). The literature outlines a series of steps through 
which territorialisation is achieved by the given group or agency: defining boundaries (mapping); 
communicating who owns and manages the territory; and regulating activity within the borders of 
that jurisdiction (e.g. Vandergeest and Peluso 1995, pp. 387-388; Sikor and Lund 2009, p. 14).  
 
As discussed in Chapter Three, in the context of developed, modern nation-state structures, we can 
also understand this process as ‘re-territorialisation’, or a territorialisation process when “there is a 
reassignment of resource access rights to a different population or interest group” (Brogden and 
Greenberg 2003, p. 291). While the study of territorialisation of natural resources focuses primarily 
on the actions undertaken by the nation-state, importantly Greenberg (2006) notes that the roots of 
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territorialisation practices are the contests of “classes and groups” who “seek to change policies and 
law that govern access to natural resources” (p. 127).  Furthermore, Corson (2011) argues that in a 
neoliberal framework, the state is only a “vehicle” through which non-state actors, such as NGOs, 
can re-territorialise a landscape (p. 704).  
 
Therefore, rather than conceptualizing re-territorialisation as a process which is undertaken by the 
state upon its citizens, in this study it is characterized as a process embedded within the state 
structure and undertaken by citizens upon each other using the mechanisms of the state (World 
Heritage designation being one of these mechanisms, discussed further in Chapter Six). For 
example, Vandergeest and Peluso (1996) assert that in their case study of Thailand, people 
...generally have no access to maps produced by militaries and government 
surveyors. Experienced territory or space is not abstract and homogeneous, but 
located, relative, and varied. Thus territorial land-use planning is, like market 
liberalism, often a utopian fiction unachievable in practice because of how it 
ignores and contradicts peoples’ lived social relationships and the histories of 
their interactions with the land (p. 389).  
 
In contrast, in the relatively more developed study sites in this thesis, not only do the majority of 
people have access to high-quality maps and surveyors, wilderness maps are a part of the ‘lived 
social relationships’ to the forest.  These actors’ lived experiences of wilderness are constructed and 
negotiated by and through mapping (see further discussion below). Such a framework eliminates 
reliance on a misleading dichotomy of state versus non-state individuals or perception of the state as 
an autonomous non-human actor11. 
 
In the case studies detailed in this thesis, a Global North perspective on re-territorialisation is 
presented that varies from some of the foundational territorialisation studies in the Global South and 
Third World. For example, the generally higher standards of living in the Global North compared to 
the Global South (such as the existence of structured and state-managed social security safety nets), 
means that physical survival is less often at stake for actors in the Global North compared to those 
in the classic ‘Third World’ political ecology studies of peasant class systems and subsistence 
farming (see Bryant and Bailey 1997, p. 151). Instead, the thesis argues that physical control of an 
                                               
11 In Tasmania and on the Olympic Peninsula, individuals routinely moved between state and non-
state roles. For example, one individual retired from a state role to undertake activist work against 
the state during the course of the research.  
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area is a means to establish ideological control over relationships to nature. Competing groups use 
policies, laws, and designations, such as the Wilderness Act and World Heritage status, to define 
and enforce an approved discourse about human relationships to nature. Second, in contrast to the 
Third World sites, the competing groups in the case studies here operate comfortably within 
abstract space, with access to, and education in, strategies used by nation-states, such as mapping 
and policies, to change access to natural resources. The following sections will outline the process 
of re-territorialising wilderness in Tasmania and the Olympic Peninsula.  
 
5.3 – Mapping 
Mapping is a critical component of the territorialisation process. Mapping is used to gain, maintain, 
and reinforce control over a given territory by drawing boundaries, assigning categories, and 
highlighting some features while excluding others (Rasmussen and Lund 2018, pp. 394-395). Maps 
support the ability of state and non-state actors to legislate, litigate, dictate or otherwise discuss 
access and resource use for a given area of land without ever necessarily physically experiencing it. 
Maps, as texts, also profile only those specific units or objects chosen by the mapper to convey a 
certain message (Rocheleau 2005, p. 329), providing a veneer of objectivity as a tool of scientific 
management over natural resources (Demeritt 2001, pp. 431-433). The process of mapping itself 
also gives voice to some actors, while denying or failing to provide voice to others, and so the 
mapping process itself, as well as the textual product it produces, builds and reinforces political 
power structures (Harley 2009, pp. 130-131; Rasmussen and Lund 2018, pp. 394-395). In the 
context of global neo-liberalisation, these political power structures may not necessarily be 
embedded within the nation-state, and instead the state may be used as a vehicle to facilitate 
mapping for purposes dictated and driven by non-governmental parties (Corson 2011, p. 704).  
 
Stories about forest and wilderness collected during fieldwork for this research were often 
accompanied by maps. Seven different participants, from both sites, came to their first meetings for 
this research with maps to share (OP-I02 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I14 2014; OP-I10 2015; TAS-I04 
2015; TAS-I08 2015; TAS-I09 2016). In both sites, there was evidence of mapping exercises 
serving two different purposes: expanding jurisdiction by dictating new boundaries for protected 
areas; and mapping within the protected area, as a tool for communicating territorial boundaries and 
regulating activity. The comfort of the general population with the abstraction of natural spaces into 
maps, and the wide availability of detailed mapping software and proficiency with GIS, means that 
maps are constantly being constructed and refreshed as a part of the social relationship with the 
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wilderness landscape12. The high degree of detail available through modern mapping techniques 
allows the jurisdictional authority to attempt control over a wide variety of human interactions with 
the landscape.  
 
As examples of mapping to determine and assign jurisdiction, changing access to forest resources 
for the special timbers sector in Tasmania, and the Wild Olympics proposal on the Olympic 
Peninsula, are investigated. 
5.3.1 – Minor boundary modifications to the TWWHA 
If you were sitting here with [name of colleague] now, he’d tell you the stories 
of how the World Heritage Area was designated. It was done politically, with 
a felt pen on a 1:100 map of Tasmania. The whole of Tasmania. A politician 
drew a boundary with a felt pen. Even that has caused so much trouble since, 
because the width of a felt pen on a 1:100 (sic) scale map… So that’s why these 
sorts of stories are very important. Because some of the boundary arguments 
between forestry and conservation movement are the result of the felt pen. 
– Max, a Tasmanian academic involved with the World Heritage area (TAS-
I01 2015). 
 
Since the original listing of the TWWHA as a World Heritage site, its boundaries have been 
contentious. Re-mapping for minor boundary modifications (mostly expansions to the site) has been 
frequent. The boundary of the TWWHA has been extended four times, most recently in 2013. These 
extensions and boundary modifications give a rich picture of how the World Heritage system is 
used as a territorialisation tool by the Commonwealth Government, which is discussed further in 
Chapter Six.  
 
The original inscription covered an area of 769,000 hectares over three national parks (IUCN 1982). 
The first extension to the boundary was in 1989 and added another 604,000 hectares (World 
                                               
12 While there was high degree of literacy with map making and reading among participants in the 
study, the reliance on maps to explain and emphasise political positions may also reveal a selection 
bias. It may be that only those who are particularly capable in this domain become spokespeople for 
their communities in the first place. Such a bias leads to a question that cannot be answered by the 
data available for this thesis: who in a Global North context remains marginalised by a reliance on 
maps and map making to define and defend territorial boundaries? 
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Heritage Committee 1989), a 78% increase in land area from the original inscription. The land in 
this extension was primarily state land already contained within national parks and reserves (e.g. 
Walls of Jerusalem NP, Hartz Mountains NP, Central Plateau Conservation Area), but also 
consisted of state land managed for timber (approx. 25,500 hectares), state land vested in the 
Hydro-Electric Commission (approx. 33,000 hectares) and land held by private citizens (330 
hectares). The government’s submission to the WHC requested this extension on the same 
categorical grounds as the original designation. In their report to the WHC on the proposed 
extension, the IUCN noted “All of [the added] features are exceptional in their own right and 
greatly add to the overall natural value, wilderness quality and integrity of the site” (IUCN 1989, p. 
15). 
 
The 1989 extension was a political measure as much as an environmental one. The 1989 general 
election in Tasmania resulted in a hung parliament, with the Liberal party led by Premier Robin 
Gray unable to form government. The Labor and Greens parties, once in opposition over the 
Franklin Dam, signed an accord that the Greens would support the Labor party to form government 
in exchange for concessions on environmental issues, including extension of the TWWHA (Hay & 
Eckersley 1993). The accord was met with a powerful anti-Green backlash in Tasmania and by 
1991, the Greens ended the accord when the Labor government passed legislation that increased 
woodchip production, in direct contradiction with the original agreement. However, some key 
measures, including the extension of the TWWHA, had by that point been achieved by the Greens. 
Subsequent boundary modifications in 2010 (additional 20,000 hectares), 2012 (3800 hectares) and 
2013 (174,000 hectares) (see Figure 7) were much less dramatic in scale, but no less dramatic in 
political impact. The 2013 extension in particular marks the significant role that World Heritage 
plays in Australian environmental politics and will be discussed in further detail in Chapter Six. 
Mapping exercises, and competing landscape claims that were negotiated through them, are key to 
understanding how wilderness is used to territorialise. While there are many stories and 
stakeholders related to these extensions, the focus in this chapter is on the perspective of the special 
timbers sector, as this perspective arose most strongly from the gather data. 
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Figure 7 – TWWHA 2013 boundary map (image source: DEE 2013b). 
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Tasmanian ‘special timbers’ are timber types that are sought for their beauty and efficacy in artisan 
uses, such as wooden boats, fine furniture, musical instruments and craft items. The special timber 
industry is important both economically and culturally for Tasmania. Wooden shipbuilding was one 
of the earliest European industries in Tasmania, with Tasmanian boats in demand for the special rot 
resistant qualities of native timber species, such as Huon Pine (Hudson 2016) (e.g. Figure 8). 
Tasmania is home to the largest wooden boat festival in the southern hemisphere (Australian 
Wooden Boat Festival n.d.a) and over 10,500 Tasmanians report either employment in the special 
timber industry or participation in specialty woodcraft activities (Forestry Tasmania 2010). The 
sector is estimated to have an annual turnover of about $20 million (Indufor 2014). Industry 
advocates, particularly in wood boat building, have even lobbied the Commonwealth Government 
to list the craft of wooden boat building as intangible cultural heritage of Australia (Smiley 2015a). 
 
 
Figure 8 – Wooden Boat School, Franklin, Tasmania (image source: Forestry Tasmania 2010, p. 
13).  
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Access to the special Tasmanian timber species needed for these crafts is dwindling. The species 
sought for commercial harvest by the sector are, among others, Celery Top Pine, Myrtle, Silver 
Wattle and Blackwood, which are usually sourced from public native forests (TAS-S09 2017). 
None of these species is listed as threatened13, but environmental NGOs (such as The Wilderness 
Society) argue that timber-harvesting methods, even for small-scale harvest of special timbers, is 
too damaging to native forests (TAS-T05 2017) and some argue that the shortage of trees is due to 
previous mismanagement of the special timbers areas (e.g. TAS-C04 2016). The special timber 
industry argues that their methods are sustainable and cause minimal damage and that there are 
enough trees in the state for a reasonable annual harvest (were more areas open to harvesting). They 
also argue that areas previously managed for special timbers have been shifted into wilderness areas 
of the World Heritage boundaries (TAS-S04 2014; TAS-C05 2014; TAS-I09 2016) or clear-felled 
in general harvest (Denholm 2015), not mismanaged by the sector.  
 
The 1997 Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement (RFA) stated a strong commitment to a 
sustainable and long term timber supply for the special timbers industry, and as part of the Regional 
Forest Agreement development process, Forestry Tasmania undertook extensive mapping of 
existing special timber resources (DAW 2018b). The RFA established 143,000 hectares of ‘Special 
Timber Management Units’, for the express purpose of providing a stable supply of timber to the 
special timber sector (TAS-S09 2017). However, subsequent forestry agreements (see Figures 9, 10 
and 11) brought dramatic reductions to timber access for the sector, resulting in an overall reduction 
of 75% in Special Timber Management Zones from the 1997 commitment (TAS-S09 2017), 
resulting in a sense of insecurity in for many in the sector ever since (TAS-I09 2016). 
 
                                               
13 Of the most common species of trees referred to as special timbers (Celery Top Pine, Myrtle, 
Silver Wattle, Blackwood, Huon pine and King Billy pine), not all are still commercially harvested. 
Huon pine and King Billy pine are only available in extremely limited quantities from salvage 
operations.  
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Figure 9 – TWWHA boundaries as they appeared in 2008, following 2005 modifications to Special 
Timber Management Units. The modification were a result of the Tasmanian Community Forest 
Agreement, a supplement to the RFA (image source: Australian Department of Environment, 
Water, Heritage and the Arts 2006). 
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Figure 10 – Specialty Craft and Timber Zones, as outlined in the 2012 TFA (image source: 
Parliament of Tasmania 2013a, p. 193). 
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Figure 11 – Timber production land available for special timber harvest, 2015, following 2013 
changes to TWWHA boundaries. Zones StBwd (blackwood forest), StEuc (Eucalypt forest rich in 
special timber species), StRft (rainforest) and StHpm (Huon Pine) are Specialty Timbers Zones 
(image source: Forestry Tasmania 2015, p. 7). 
 
The 2012 TFA did stipulate that an area of approximately 38,000 hectares be placed into a Specialty 
Timber Craft Zone (Figure 10). The designated areas, however, had few actual special timber 
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species growing within them14 (TAS-S06 2013; Harris 2013) and industry representatives suggested 
that the areas were selected by ENGOs, rather than through consultation with industry experts 
(TAS-N03 2014). The Wilderness Society noted in a hearing of the Commonwealth Senate 
Standing Committee on Environment and Communications that “the specialty timber sector 'can be 
accommodated within the areas that have been very specifically and very deliberately set aside for 
specialty timber harvest'” (Parliament of Australia 2014, item 2.78). Many of the lands originally 
designated as ‘Special Timber Management Units’ in the 1997 Tasmanian Regional Forest 
Agreement were shifted into protected areas as part of the TFA, and were subsequently listed as 
part of the TWWHA in the 2013 boundary modification (Commonwealth of Australia 2013a), 
creating an additional barrier for the sector ever to harvest timbers within those areas (TAS-I01 
2015; TAS-I09 2016). 
 
The Forestry Act (RFI) (see Chapter Four) was a brief beacon of hope for the special timbers sector 
(Warman 2014). The Rebuilding the Forest Industry Act provided for special timbers harvest in a 
variety of areas that had previously been transferred to reserve lands (with the exception of lands 
that had been added to the TWWHA) (Forestry Act 2014), despite a current moratorium for general 
timber harvest in these areas (Sustainable Timber Tasmania 2018b). As a requirement of the 
Rebuilding the Forest Industry Act, a Special Species Management Plan was developed by Forestry 
Tasmania in 2017, including extensive mapping to complete resource assessments on all land in 
Tasmania available for special timbers harvest (e.g. Figure 12). However, the resource assessment 
showed that the estimated number of suitable and available sawlogs in the newly-opened areas was 
not nearly as high as was hoped (TAS-I09 2016). Issues such as steep slopes (not suitable for 
harvest) and extensive non-forested areas within the permitted boundaries reduced the area actually 
                                               
14 The claim by some special timber sector advocates that the Special Timber Management Zones 
lacked significant special timber levels is highly contentious in Tasmania. As discussed throughout 
this Chapter, and Chapter Six, there are a variety of claims about how much timber is required for 
the sector and how much available special timber exists in these zones. It was outside the scope of 
this project to ground-truth claims about the existence, or lack thereof, of special timbers in these 
areas. 
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available for special timber harvest. In addition, the strict quality requirements15 of specialty timber 
sawlogs meant that the majority of trees in the area were not suitable for harvest (TAS-S09 2017). 
The Special Species Management Plan estimated that the currently available supply suitable for 
special timber applications (e.g. boat building) on Forestry Tasmania land would trend downward 
from 2027 to an eventual production of zero (TAS-S09 2017). As Mark, a special timbers business 
owner put it, “if we’re wholly reliant on Forestry [Tasmania]’s land, [the sector] would be no more 
from 2027 and it would just be starvation until then” (TAS-I09 2016).  
 
The negotiations in Tasmania over access to special timber show two, often competing, 
conceptualizations of access that reflect the importance of mapping in the territorialisation process: 
either the amount of land on which special timber harvest is permitted (irrespective of tree count), 
or the actual stock number of special timbers within a given permitted area and the ease with which 
they can be harvested. The amount of land available for harvest is an abstract concept, an artifact of 
map-making, where the amount of land is used as an abstract corollary to actual timber supply. 
Conversely, the number of trees in existence, or the ability to remove those trees, is a concept based 
on an on-ground assessment and a lived experience of the land. While individual trees suitable for 
harvest can be and are mapped, the large-scale territorial negotiations of protected areas require 
more abstract maps that can categorise many thousands of hectares in one image.  
 
The processes for the 2012 Tasmanian Forestry Agreement, the 2013 TWWHA boundary 
modification and the 2014 Rebuilding the Forest Industry Act involved extensive complex mapping 
exercises by different government departments and entities (e.g. Forestry Tasmania) to identify 
areas of land where timber harvest would be permitted. In evidence of territorialisation processes at 
work, proposals to change how the forest is used are achieved by changing the boundaries of a 
particular usage category, rather than changing the use patterns themselves within a given bounded 
area. For example, a proposal to allow special timber harvest within a given area means shifting the 
boundaries of the “special timber harvest” land use category, rather than changing the policy on 
what uses are allowed within a protected area. Such proposals to change boundaries (as a proxy for 
a change of use) are often undertaken with little, if any, on-ground evaluation (TAS-I09 2016; TAS-
                                               
15 The specifications for special timbers to be segregated from other timbers in the harvest of native 
forests are quite strict (3 m  long, straight, at least 400  mm  in  diameter for  myrtle  and  250  mm  
for other specialty  timbers) (TAS-S42 2004, p. 26). There is debate about whether these strict 
requirements should be loosened, as many special timbers workers value timbers with features, 
knots, and imperfections (TAS-S42 2004, p. 34). 
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S04 2014). For example, in a 2012 assessment of Tasmania’s estate wood, as part of the 
development of the TFA, the authors stated “effects of the alternative scenarios on special timbers 
supply were calculated purely on an area basis of management zones. The assessment here did not 
reconcile supply estimates with an analysis of the verified presence of special timbers” (TAS-S07 
2012 p. 9). Instead, satellite and photo mapping of canopy cover, as well as assumptions of species 
density based on ecosystem categories, are the preferred methodologies (e.g. TAS-S07 2012). Maps 
produced from these processes, however, did not necessarily reflect the reality of forest 
characteristics and tree availability as discussed above.  
 
The mapping and labeling of territories as available for special timber harvest, independent of their 
ability to produce those timbers, creates access [defined by Ribot and Peluso (2003) as “the ability 
to derive benefits from things” (p. 153, emphasis original), see Chapter Three] for the special timber 
sector only in the abstract. The result of the mapping process is then an abstract or conceptual 
concession to the special timbers sector, without that concession necessarily being enacted in the 
physical forest. Figure 12, created by Forestry Tasmania, seeks to remedy this somewhat by 
identifying plots where special timbers have actually been identified within available timber 
production land, although the map still does not capture the number of suitable trees within the plots 
or whether they are physically accessible for harvest. The contrast between the amount of available 
land and the actual amount of timber supply highlights the power that mapping has to achieve 
territorialisation goals, in this case for the environmental groups seeking to prevent special timber 
harvesting. A map that shows 38,000 hectares of land as available for special timber harvest in the 
TFA (Figure 10) paints a picture of compromise between competing interests. Such maps are then 
relied upon in various legislative exercises (Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement, TFA, etc.), as 
well as submissions to UNESCO (e.g. Commonwealth of Australia 2013b), to justify boundary 
modifications.  
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Figure 12 – Specific locations of “plots”, or substantial growth, of special timbers in a 2017 
resources assessment (image source: Forestry Tasmania 2017, p. 29).  
 
The trend toward scientific management of forests (e.g. Hansen et al. 2013), has ensured that both 
state and non-state parties have extensive access to high-quality maps and the expertise to use them 
(TAS-I09 2016; TAS-I10 2016). Consistent with Corson’s (2011) experience that the nation-state is 
used as a “vehicle” through which non-state actors can re-territorialise land (p. 704), in the 
Tasmanian context, maps generated by the state are accessed, used, interpreted and influenced by 
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individual citizens and non-governmental groups to negotiate boundaries and land use. The public 
LISTmap system, short for Land Information System Tasmania, is a publicly available online 
database of Tasmanian land data. It is freely available and includes GIS mapping software that does 
not require specialized training, providing Tasmanian non-governmental actors with access to 
thousands of map datasets. Through such systems, the government becomes a vehicle for sourcing 
high-quality and trusted raw data for interpretation by non-government actors, rather than the 
mediator of that information. For example, the approach adopted by Mark to understanding timber 
availability within the 2013 TWWHA extension was to seek GIS files of the special timber areas for 
his own analysis:  
We went to Forestry Tasmania and said, ‘We’d like to know and get a shape file 
or a series of shape files for all the special timber areas that were in the 2013 
extension.’ I can show you those visually if you want to be able to get the access 
of the LISTmap systems in Tassie (TAS-I09 2016).  
 
Different from large-scale harvest for sawlogs or wood-chipping, harvest of special timbers uses a 
targeted approach to find a small number of individual trees that are suited to artisanal work, 
sometimes called “selective sawlog removal” or “partial harvesting” (TAS-S09 2017). This 
technique requires intensive and detailed mapping by foresters, in order to identify and select the 
most suitable trees (TAS-S09 2017; TAS-I09 2016). Seeking, marking and returning to special 
timber areas, as well as using mapping techniques to do so, is an essential part of the industry (TAS-
I09 2016). While much of the complex and technical mapping is conducted by the state forestry 
department (such as LIDAR assessments of canopy cover), tools such as Google Earth and ground-
based sampling techniques are used by individuals in the sector to conduct their own assessments, 
including fact-checking of government-conducted sampling (TAS-C04 2016; TAS-I09 2016). 
Special timbers craftspeople also participate in harvest trial and mapping activities undertaken by 
Forestry Tasmania (TAS-C03 2016). 
 
As mapping data are accessed, interpreted and negotiated among non-state actors, the outcomes of 
these interpretations and negotiations are then communicated back to the state for enforcement. 
Rather than being an initiative of the state per se, these are non-state territorial processes that rely 
on the state for administration, as exemplified in the 2012 TFA process. Following years of protests 
and violence, in 2010, negotiations commenced between ENGOs and forestry industry 
representatives to try to bring about an agreement on the future management of Tasmanian Forests. 
The initial process led to the Tasmanian Forest Statement of Principles (SOP), in which the 
participating parties agreed to a series of high-level requirements for the Tasmanian and 
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Commonwealth Governments with respect to the management of Tasmania’s forests (Kelty 2011). 
The SOP “provided the Tasmanian and Commonwealth Governments with a range of 
obligations/tasks they were required to deliver as stakeholders in the process” (Parliament of 
Tasmania 2013a, p. 24), but the governments were not party to the SOP (Kelty 2011). The SOP led 
to the Signatories Agreement 2011, in which the SOP signatories agreed on a series of more 
specific measures, including “The protection of [high conservation value] native forests as 
identified by ENGOs” (Signatories Agreement 2011, p. 1, author’s emphasis). The Signatories 
Agreement transitioned to the negotiations for the more detailed TFA, an agreement signed by both 
the Commonwealth and Tasmanian Governments to progress and enforce the agreements reached 
by the non-governmental bodies (Commonwealth of Australia 2013b). The Signatories Agreement 
stipulated the undertaking of an Independent Verification Group (IVG) exercise, to confirm the 
accuracy and efficacy of the terms put forth by the non-governmental bodies. While the TFA was 
agreed and signed by the governmental bodies, and the IVG funded by the governmental bodies, it 
was non-state actors who successfully used the government as a vehicle to administer government 
boundaries and jurisdictions according to non-government agreements.  
 
The TFA, with final agreement between ENGOs and forestry industry groups on conservation areas 
and harvest levels, was completed in 2012. The TFA process continued the methodology of a small 
list of forest industry representatives and ENGOs negotiating over future territorial boundaries that 
would be reinforced by the state mechanism. “The State and Commonwealth Governments have 
remained outside the TFA process, such that the signatories have had significant influence over a 
range of Government policy areas affecting the broader Tasmanian community” (Parliament of 
Tasmania 2013a, p. 11). Greg, a retired forester and sustainable forestry advocate, explains his 
frustration over the perceived closed-door discussions between ENGOs and the timber industry: 
What happened was, cunning as [the environmental movement] are,...when they 
are hoodwinking or try to hoodwink people and suddenly just declare areas, “We 
made some adjustments, boundary adjustments, so we didn’t have to consult with 
the local people.”  And then the local people find out.  “What?  I live right next 
to or live in the middle of it?!”  (TAS-I10 2016). 
 
In the development of the TFA, special timber advocacy groups criticized the lack of high-quality 
maps available to the public (Parliament of Tasmania 2013b) and asserted that the withholding of 
key documents and information in debate for the bill was a deliberate attempt to obfuscate the 
special timbers issue (Harris 2013). In a 2014 submission to the Senate Standing Committees on 
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Environment and Communications, the Tasmanian Special Timbers Alliance (TSTA), a group 
working to represent the interest of the special timbers sector, stated: 
Recently, after a long period of refusal to provide information under the 
Tasmanian right to Information Act, Forestry Tasmania provided maps of the 
SCTZ16 to the Tasmanian Special Timber Alliance and what we have found to 
date is nothing short of scandalous. Satellite imagery has shown a minimum of 
50% of this area contains no timber at all and includes: Current active mine sites; 
High altitude barren rocky mountain tops; Thousands of hectares of button grass 
plains and scrub; Thousand (sic) of acres of previously harvested forestry areas 
that have been re-sown with eucalypt only; Plantations; Private farmland. TSTA 
has comprehensive satellite imagery of this deception and the following pictures 
show a small selection of these areas chosen for their richness of specialty timbers 
(TAS-S04 2014, p. 6).  
 
In the face of this dwindling supply of sawlogs, some special timber advocacy groups argued for 
access to the areas added to TWWHA in 2013 that had previously been managed for special timber 
harvest prior to the TFA17 (TAS-S04 2014; Smiley 2015b). Peluso and Lund (2011) state 
“territorialised powers include the abilities to draw boundaries around the objects and people within 
those boundaries, the ‘objects’ in this case defined as ‘resources’ ” (p. 673). With a high level of 
literacy in map reading and building among non-governmental actors, and free access to reliable 
data, re-territorialisation plays out as a two-way street. Subjects who might have been treated in 
earlier literature as ‘weak’ against the territorial processes of states and corporations have access 
and ability not only to question publicly the boundaries and the objects within them, but even to 
redraw their own maps. The activism on this issues from various individuals in the sector 
demonstrates how even relatively disparate and informal non-state actors access the language of 
map making to participate in the re-territorialisation process. Ultimately, maps reflect the subjective 
and abstract perceptions and territorial goals of their creator, and their creation and dissemination as 
a sources of ‘truth’ reinforce claims of authority over mapped territories, whether their creator is a 
nation-state or a non-state actor. 
                                               
16 ‘SCTZ’ stands for Special & Craft Timber Zones. The areas to which TSTA refers are the areas 
negotiated in the TFA, but which were not made public during debates on the bill. 
17 The special timbers sector is by no means unanimous in a desire to source timber from inside the 
TWWHA. The Tasmanian Blackwood Growers Cooperative states that they do not support any 
special timbers harvesting within the TWWHA (TBGC 2016).  
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Some industry representatives argue that World Heritage status does not preclude sustainable use of 
resources within the designated area for the economic support of local people (Denholm 2015). The 
TSTA and other representatives groups lobbied forcefully for the right to do so, through analysis of 
government documentation (including maps), submissions to the Tasmanian and Commonwealth 
Governments in parliament and senate inquiries (e.g. Parliament of Tasmania 2013b), and 
submissions and meetings with UNESCO representatives (e.g. TAS-S04 2014). At time of writing, 
these appeals have been unsuccessful and long-term access to a steady supply of special timbers in 
Tasmania remains unresolved.  
 
5.3.2 – The Wild Olympics proposal 
The Wild Olympics Wilderness & Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (2012 & 2014)18 (known as Wild 
Olympics) were US federal bills that proposed to designate additional areas of US Forest Service 
land on the Olympic Peninsula as federal wilderness, as well as designate certain rivers on the 
Peninsula as “wild and scenic rivers”, a protection measure for rivers and their riparian boundaries 
similar to wilderness designation. The Wild Olympics proposal was originally conceived in 2008. It 
was met with controversy on the Peninsula from the very beginning, and has never passed into law. 
The 2012 and 2014 versions introduced to the US House of Representatives proposed an additional 
51,000 hectares of wilderness within the Olympic National Forest (see Figure 13). A 2011 draft of 
the bill also included a “willing buyer/willing seller” provision, to give the NPS the ability to 
purchase certain properties that bordered the ONP if the owner wished to sell. The willing 
buyer/seller provision and its relationship to World Heritage is discussed further in Chapter Six.  
Controversy over the proposed bills is easily found in the community. From news coverage of vocal 
opponents and proponents (e.g. OP-S05 2012; Peninsula Daily News 2013; Ollikainen 2014; This 
American Land 2014), activist Facebook communities and blogs (e.g. ‘Working Wild Olympics’ 
and ‘Wild Olympics Scam’ (OP-N01 n.d.)) and properties with signs that espouse sentiments such 
as “Stop Wild Olympics!” or “Water, Forests, Fish, Our Future Wild Olympics” (e.g. Figure 14), 
the debate touched many residents of the Peninsula. There were over 350 meetings and public 
workshops held by the Wild Olympics campaign to discuss the proposal with local community 
members and stakeholders, as well as a number of other outreach efforts (Wild Olympics 2012). 
                                               
18 Several versions of the bill have been put forward and subsequently revised when they did not 
pass the US House of Representatives, including additional versions in 2015 and 2017. The 
discussion here focuses only on the 2012 and 2014 versions, as these were contemporaneous with 
participant interviews. 
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Despite the consultation process, some community members opposed to the legislation believed that 
the proposed outcomes of the proposal were never really open for negotiation (OP-I02 2014; OP-
I11 2014). Campaigners in support of the proposal believed that it presented a critical safeguard for 
forests and waterways that were otherwise potentially available for logging and damming (OP-I13 
2014). Those opposed were concerned that the designation of additional forest as wilderness would 
mean more job losses in the timber industry and an erosion of the tax base, and businesses and tax 
payers moved away (OP-I02 2014; OP-T04 2012; OP-T05 2017). McClain et al. (2017) noted how 
emotive the practice of mapping wilderness was for the residents of the Peninsula, in large part due 
to the Wild Olympics proposal and the perception that it would reduce local control over natural 
resources (p. 591). Following from the legacy of the Northwest Forest Plan, a proposal for federal 
forest lands to absorb an additional layer of environmental protections was perceived as the Federal 
Government undertaking a ‘land grab’ from potentially productive forest lands (OP-I01 2014; OP-
I02 2014; OP-T06 2014). Some believed the proposal was not about changing how the proposed 
lands were managed, but instead about taking ideological control of them (OP-I02 2014; OP-I11 
2014).  
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Figure 13 – Boundaries for proposed new wilderness areas under the Wild Olympics Wilderness 
and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 2012 (image source: OP-I14 2014). 
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Figure 14 – ‘Stop Wild Olympics’ sign, southern Olympic Peninsula (image source: author). 
 
The development of the Wild Olympics proposals involved a number of different mapping 
exercises to determine which rivers and forests would be included for designation (e.g. Figure 13), 
as well as counter-proposals made by opponent groups such as the North Olympic Timber Action 
Committee (NOTAC) (Figure 15). Maps were an integral part of explaining the Wild Olympics 
story for participants. Participants described their experiences with the development and 
controversy over the bills with a series of descriptions about how the boundaries on the draft maps 
ebbed and flowed (OP-I01 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I09 2014; OP-I11 2014; OP-I14 2014): 
Why do we need a Wild and Scenic river which puts a half mile corridor on that 
river?  [Because] then it also has a viewshed.  So if you could see any logging 
way up there, you can’t do it.  So it literally locks the whole river up.  In fact, I 
have a map here showing that – Bob, a retired forestry sector advocate (OP-I01 
2014).  
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It took months and months to get a map from these folks and we were the big 
landowners there.  So the whole thing – it was like a secret thing going on – Dave, 
a forestry sector advocate (OP-04 2014).  
 
What are the results we’re trying to achieve? Feeling more about did we fill the 
paperwork out right? Did we dot all the Is and cross all the Ts and make our map 
exactly correct and all this? We wound up and bound up in that instead of just 
really trying to achieve good things out in the woods – Frank, a manager at a 
forestry company (OP-I09 2014). 
 
 The best meeting we had – they went back, heard us. They made minor 
modifications to the map. They moved – I think we were eventually at 146,000 
acres. Then they changed the colours of where wilderness would be on the river 
– Paul, a local leader in government (OP-I11 2014). 
 
Part of their argument was, basically, as soon as we put the lines on the map, our 
fate is sealed...so that became an issue for the congressional offices.  Starting to 
look at that, the economics of [forestry]. They’re trying to balance this need to 
meet the needs of local economies and try to maintain a viable timber industry – 
Patrick, spokesperson from an ENGO involved in Peninsula issues (OP-I14 
2014). 
 
The maps developed by different actors and groups in the process reflect different interests and 
strategies for control over forest territory. Consistent with the findings of Vandergeest (1996, p. 
174) and Corson (2011, p. 713), who showed how territorial mapping exercises focus on scientific 
categories such species data, the maps created by the Wild Olympics campaign do not reflect socio-
economic data related to the forests (e.g. Figure 13). Instead, they report territories and jurisdictions 
(such as Forest Service, National Park, etc), echoing Vandergeest’s (1996) assertion that the 
“definition of forest has changed from one based on classification by species to one based on 
territory” (p. 159).  
 
The Wild Olympics maps, however, also provide a clue to the important role that wilderness plays 
in re-territorialising forests that deviates from Corson’s (2011) and Vandergeest’s (1996) 
experience of mapping forests. These maps also communicate the proposed future usage within 
federal jurisdiction: wilderness, reflecting Greenberg’s (2003) experience of re-territorialising 
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within the modern nation-state. Territorial boundaries for forests on the Olympic Peninsula already 
being fixed in initial state territorialisation processes 100 years earlier, wilderness designation is an 
opportunity to change legal usage patterns of the forest fundamentally, and thus functional control 
of them, without needing to shift jurisdictional boundaries.  
Figure 15 – A 2012 counter-proposal to the Wild Olympics bill from the North Olympic Timber 
Action Committee. The proposal includes new wilderness designations, as well as Matrix 
(production) forest, and Wild and Scenic River Designations (image source: NOTAC 2012). 
 
An implicit understanding amongst the community of the shift in territorial control, without 
necessarily shifting jurisdiction, is evidenced in the conceptualisation by some local opposition of 
the Wild Olympics as a ‘federal land grab’ (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-T06 2014). The forest 
lands to which the wilderness designations would be applied under Wild Olympics are already 
federal lands and have been so for 100 years. With the exception of the willing buyer/willing seller 
provision (which was dropped after the initial draft of the bill), there is no suggestion within the 
proposal that any new lands would shift into federal control. Furthermore, due to the timber 
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restrictions placed on these forests by the NWFP, budget constraints on the Forest Service that 
inhibit routine road maintenance (US Forest Service 2018), and already low-impact interventions to 
prevent and fight wildfire (NWFP 1994), little was likely to change in the actual management 
regimes of the forests (OP-N10 2013; OP-I11 2014). Nevertheless, campaigners against the 
proposal believe that it expands federal control on the Peninsula (OP-I14 2014; OP-N01 n.d.).  
 
The mapping process also illuminates how non-state actors use the mechanisms of the state to 
negotiate functional control of territory. Whether the areas are designated wilderness or not, the 
National Forest lands on the Peninsula are under the control and jurisdiction of the US government 
and enforcement of that jurisdiction is not disputed either internally (amongst citizens) or externally 
(e.g. sovereignty issues). It is the expansion of federal forest lands and the management regimes 
within forest lands that are disputed by citizens. Therefore, motivations for state territorialisation, 
such as the need of the state to control access to natural resources for financial gain (Vandergeest 
and Peluso 1995, p. 390), are absent. Instead, non-state actors, in this case the Wild Olympics 
campaign, can use the statutory mechanism of wilderness to shift functional control (from 
agriculture to wilderness). 
 
The proponents of the bill were not the only party to develop maps. Groups that were generally 
opponents of the bills, such as the governments of the City of Forks and City of Port Angeles, 
commissioned or undertook a variety of mapping exercises that reflected their own territorial 
concerns. McClain et al. (2017) described the extensive coordination with which opponents 
undertook counter-mapping as a mechanism to oppose the legislation (pp. 59-592). Figures 16, 17, 
and 18 reflect mapping exercises undertaken to understand the potential impact of the proposal on 
the timber sector. In these counter-mapping exercises, characteristics of the forest are mapped that 
relate to timber characteristics of the forest and their relationship to proposed wilderness areas, 
reflecting these groups’ own territorial goals.  
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Figure 16 – “Olympic National Forest land use allocation with acreage distribution by county” 
(image source: Underwood and Cross 2012, p. 4). 
 
 
89 
 
 
Figure 17 – “Current Late Successional Reserve proposed for wilderness with age class distribution 
by county” (image source: Underwood and Cross 2012, p. 6). 
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Figure 18 – “Entire Olympic National Forest Timber Base compared with Draft Wilderness 
Proposed”, 2012. The map juxtaposes proposed new wilderness areas with the accessibility of 
nearby timber lands (image source: Churchill 2012a, b). 
 
Some timber industry advocates tried to turn the Wild Olympics debate into an opportunity to re-
open areas of the National Forest to timber production in exchange for support of (or, at least, a lack 
of opposition to) the proposed new wilderness areas (OP-I11 2014). “The only leverage we have is 
to tie together the designation of wilderness with the designation of lands for that long-term log 
supply” (OP-C03 2014). NOTAC, for example, sought to “restor[e] approximately 143,150 acres of 
Working Forests19 lost in the NWFP”, as well as almost all the wilderness areas proposed in the 
2012 draft (OP-S06 2012, p. 1). The NOTAC map (OP-S07 2012) (Figure 15) and a map produced 
by Underwood and Cross (OP-S03 2012) (Figure 19), show potential areas of matrix forest together 
                                               
19 “Working Forests”/”Matrix Forest” is defined by NOTAC as “where active forest management 
and commercial timber sales provide a balance of ecological and economic benefits” (OP-S06 
2012). 
91 
 
with wilderness, and can be interpreted as counter-mapping exercises that better reflect their own 
territorial goals on the Peninsula.  
 
Figure 19 – “Third Way scenario for owl recovery and economic development” (image source: 
Underwood and Cross 2012, p. 40). 
 
Not reflected in any of the usage and jurisdiction mapping exercises is the relative wilderness 
quality or forestry quality of the proposed wilderness areas. Similar to the Tasmanian example, 
where the focus of special timbers mapping was on how much land could be accessed for potential 
timber harvest, rather than how much timber was actually available, the Wild Olympics maps and 
the NOTAC maps fail to reveal that the areas proposed for wilderness have poor potential for 
logging anyway, regardless of whether they have wilderness status, due to steep slopes and unstable 
soil (OP-C03 2014, OP-I01 2014, OP-I11 2014). Both sides of the debate have an incentive to mask 
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the lived reality of certain forested areas behind the abstraction of maps. For proponents of the bill, 
a sense of urgency that the forest is in imminent danger of logging encourages community 
sympathy with the proposal. Conversely, opponents of the bill have an incentive to downplay the 
low impact on employment from the new legislation in order to rally community sympathy for local 
communities. Opponents of the legislation sought to use controversy over the Wild Olympics to 
create leverage for opening other, more suitable, areas for logging instead. The maps thus play a 
critical role in this negotiation process, by implicitly obscuring variables such as forest quality 
under territorial concepts, such as access.  
 
The mapping process itself, as well as the maps it produces, plays a role in re-territorialising, 
through dictating who has a seat at the table when maps are created – “those who can draw the line 
on the map assume jurisdiction” (Rasmussen and Lund 2018, p. 389). The first map made public by 
the Wild Olympics campaign in 2009 was immediately controversial (e.g. OP-S02 2011), in part 
because local community groups on the Peninsula had not been consulted during the initial stages of 
map creation (OP-I04 2014; OP-I09 2014; OP-I11 2014; OP-N01 n.d.). Paul, a local leader and 
opponent of the proposed legislation, was involved in the consultation process: 
We  come  to  find  out  that  there  was  a  proposal  written  up,  sent  to  the  
Congressman  with all this map and  shading and all...I’m  like  really? I  said  I  
think  we  need  to  have  a  meeting [with the timber caucus].  [He said] ‘well 
this is what we’re going to do,  we  can  have  a  meeting,  but  this  is  where  
we’re  heading.’  It wasn’t ‘what’s your opinion?  What’s your concern?’ (OP-
I11 2014).  
 
Paul describes the proposal as having been ‘written up and sent to the Congressman with a map’. 
Such an explicit description reflects how the state mechanism is used as a vector for non-state actors 
to achieve control over territory. Other community leaders, such as Dave, a forestry sector advocate, 
also expressed frustration at the ‘secret’ nature of the development of the proposal:  
The other part of the Wild Olympics thing is that it had been going on for a long 
time before anybody – it was sort of a secret thing going on.  You would hear 
rumors about it.  So what was happening is the folks that were proposing it were 
going around talking to individuals, saying ‘we’d like to expand this wilderness.  
It’s a good idea, don’t you think?’ Other people: ‘yeah, wilderness is good. We’ll 
sign onto it.’ Without them fully understanding the whole picture; until it all came 
out. It took months and months to get a map from these folks and we were the big 
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landowners there.  So the whole thing – it was like a secret thing going on (OP-
04 2014).   
 
The anonymous author of the blog Wild Olympics Scam, a blog about various issues and opposition 
to the bill, states:  
Over time the congressional team brought out a conglomeration of several sets of 
maps, supposedly with revisions: made just like the first (courtesy of Pew Group).  
However, these Maps were topographical ONLY; an artistic rendition at best. 
Very vague and even more intrusive (OP-N01 n.d.) 
 
Opponents’ frustration with being left out of the map-making process, even draft map-making, 
reflects the significance of map-making in shifting or maintaining territorial control. Whether the 
exclusion of opponents from the initial map-making was intentional cannot be supported by the 
data at this time.  However, if so, the choice to leave anticipated opponents out of the initial map-
making process, to conduct it ‘in secret’, also reflects the importance of having control over the 
map-making process. The textual mediation inherent to the map-making process is part of 
establishing new usage and access paradigms before they have even been approved by legislature, 
or in reinforcing existing ones. The creation of a map facilitates an instantaneous experience of 
shifting territorial control without ever setting foot in the forest. In the example below from Paul, 
the existence of a map with proposed additional areas to be added to the ONP under a willing 
buyer/willing seller program is described as “coming true” before his eyes: 
Every story I’d ever heard about the Park and their expansion and all was kind of 
coming true in front of me with people I’d worked with and kind of trusted to 
give us a heads up when something was going on and maybe ask our opinion 
(OP-I11 2014).   
 
The power of the map-making process is also evident in how some leaders reacted to being left out. 
Paul describes below how he tried to obtain copies of the maps before they were released to the 
public: 
[Community leaders and Wild Olympics campaign members] were all at this 
cabin at [redacted]; a very nice location, a hunting lodge. Up comes the Wild 
Olympics proposal. There’s three of us with our phones that no one is paying 
attention to because they weren’t expecting anybody to take a picture. Click-click, 
click-click. Got it. Then they’re like ‘we don’t want to go to the press with this. 
The press has been asking a lot’. So we [the opponents] called up [after the 
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meeting] and said ‘here’s your deal. You give us the maps, the detailed proposal 
and everything in a digital form or the pictures we took on our phones will be in 
the newspaper tomorrow morning’ (OPI-11 2014).   
 
Also notable in Figures 16 and 19 is the reference to ‘congressional reserves’. The areas marked as 
‘congressional reserves’ are in fact federal wilderness areas, and on the Wild Olympics proposal 
maps are marked as ‘wilderness’ (see Figure 13). The word choice of ‘congressional reserve’, as 
opposed to ‘wilderness’, reflects the different values that can be reflected in the same map. While 
wilderness proponents conceptualise the territory as wilderness, imbued with all associated values 
and activities, wilderness opponents conceptualise the territory first and foremost as an area that 
has had a political act carried out upon it (action by congress to reserve it from harvest). Such word 
choice echoes the importance of maps in textually mediating relationships to land and how actors 
with different perspectives on forest use may choose different language to label the same areas. 
 
This section has explored the process of mapping and its role in the re-territorialisation process. 
Mapping is used to communicate abstractions and ideas as they apply to physical space, and are 
thus a tool for creating and enforcing control over space so that activity can be regulated. Mapping 
can be undertaken by the state or by non-state actors, and in the case of Tasmania and the Olympic 
Peninsula, the state is used as a vehicle for accessing map data and communicating and enforcing 
mapped boundaries. The following section will explore other visual and textual strategies for 
communicating and reinforcing boundaries and the associated prescribed activities within those 
boundaries.  
 
5.4 – Communication of territorial boundaries and jurisdictions 
Vandergeest and Peluso (1996) argue that boundaries are enforced through ‘textual mediation’, or 
the communication of boundaries through whether text-based (e.g. land titles) communication or 
‘markers’ (e.g. a stream) that correspond to abstract mapped spaces (p. 388). The case study sites 
reveal many other kinds of texts that mediate between jurisdictional boundaries. The most obvious 
physical texts are signs at entrances to Parks, preserves and other government land types. The 
growing reliance on digital resources to communicate and understand physical boundaries is also 
important. Physical traits of the landscape, such as indications of different forestry management 
strategies, can also be read and interpreted by land users who understand forestry practices. These 
traits indirectly communicate jurisdictional control of the forest within which they are found.  
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Text-based communication of boundaries in the case study sites is abundant (e.g. Figure 20). On the 
Peninsula, any foot or vehicle access to the ONP is clearly signed at the boundary; the TWWHA 
only slightly less well-signed, likely due to its significant size and complex boundaries. Olympic 
National Park notes “Entrance signs...remind visitors that the area is part of a whole system of parks 
across the United States that are cared for by the National Park Service” (OP-S23 2017). Other 
textual mediators of jurisdiction present in both parks include the requirement to visibly display 
park passes in vehicles at all times and the uniforms bearing park logos worn by all staff.  
 
 
Figure 20 – Signs from Olympic National Park and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
(image source: author). 
 
Some textual mediation of territory is less obvious, however, such as the use and impact of the word 
‘wilderness’ in the name and management zoning for the TWWHA. The 1999 TWWHA 
Management Plan included extensive mapping and categorising using the National Wilderness 
Inventory (NWI) methodology to assess which areas of the park would be ‘wilderness’ zones (TAS-
S01 1999) (e.g. Figure 21). The wilderness zones were then managed according to a set of 
prescriptions, such as no new walking tracks, and promotion of use of these areas was not 
encouraged by Parks and Wildlife Tasmania (PWS) (TAS-S01 1999). The 1999 Management Plan 
stated:  
The characteristics of wilderness — a pristine environment remote from modern 
human development — have become rare in the world and are likely to become 
more so in the future. The long-term retention of wilderness quality now requires 
active management. Hence maintenance and enhancement of wilderness quality 
is regarded as a key management strategy to protect and conserve the World 
Heritage and other natural and cultural values of the WHA in perpetuity (TAS-
S01 1999, p. 93). 
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Figure 21 – Example of a zoning map from the 1999 TWWHA Management Plan, including 
wilderness zoning shaded green (image source: TAS-S01 1999, p. 217). 
 
In 2013, the Tasmanian Government entered into a project to review the TWWHA Management 
Plan (see Section 5.5). The draft revised Management Plan (the Plan), put forward for community 
consultation in 2014, outlines concerns that use of the word ‘wilderness’ in the title, a centrally 
important tenet for the TWWHA, was inconsistent with Aboriginal peoples’ lived experience of 
country20 (TAS-S02 2014). The draft Plan proposed to change the label of ‘Wilderness’ zones 
within the TWWHA to ‘Remote Recreation’ zones (TAS-S02 2014). The Plan stated “The approach 
continues to place restrictions on usage and infrastructure in remote areas, but does not impede any 
of the plan’s provisions for access, usage and cultural practice by Aboriginal people. Consideration 
of physical remoteness will remain an important management consideration in the use of the 
                                               
20 The participation of Indigenous peoples as a distinct category was not specifically sought for this 
thesis, though their important role in understanding political relationships to wilderness is 
acknowledged. See Chapter Two for further discussion.  
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TWWHA, as it is highly relevant to the visitor experience and the economics and effectiveness of 
conservation measures” (TAS-S02 2014, p. 160). 
 
The proposal was met with swift condemnation by environmentalist leaders and the public, with the 
issue of whether to retain the word ‘wilderness’ in the name the primary topic raised in the more 
than 7500 representations submitted to the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment (DPIPWE) in the public consultation (TAS-S16 2016). Groups such as the Wilderness 
Society and other activists condemned it on the grounds that it was an attempt to open up 
wilderness areas to development (TAS-T10 2015; TAS-I04 2015). The Director’s Report contested 
this perspective, claiming “rather than ‘open up’ the area to remote recreation, the intent in the draft 
plan was to limit use in this area to remote recreation as is currently the case” (TAS-S03 2016, p. 8). 
The Director’s Report was a significant back-pedaling from the first draft Plan, however, as the 
Remote Recreation zone prescriptions did permit, for example, “accommodation and associated 
infrastructure for commercial tourism” and “aircraft landing at designated sites” (TAS-S02 2014, p. 
73), two significant activities that were not permitted under the 1999 Management Plan in the 
Wilderness zone. The public was concerned, however, not only about the potential of the 
prescriptions of Remote Recreation zones to degrade wilderness quality, but also because the word 
‘wilderness’ itself was essential to maintaining those very qualities (TAS-N01 2015; TAS-N02 
2015). Derek, an activist within a local conservation group: 
They're throwing away the ‘wilderness’ zone, which was not only the way Australia 
demonstrated we protected the values [of the TWWHA], but it was a way of 
illustrating [the values] (TAS-I08 2015). 
 
Bob Brown, former Greens MP and Senator, in an opinion piece in the Tasmanian local press: 
If the Hodgman Government drops wilderness protection from the area’s future 
management...I agree the name ‘wilderness’ should go too. Authenticity is vital in 
presenting Tasmania’s attributes. If the wilderness goes, so should the title (TAS-
N01 2015).  
 
Some tourist industry representatives were also concerned, stating the loss of the word ‘wilderness’ 
in the Management Plan “created a perception that the value of the area was being downgraded” 
(TAS-T02 2015). The PWS Director’s Report, responding to representations on the Plan submitted 
via the public consultation, noted “the use of the term ‘remote recreation’ has been seen in many 
representations as an attempt to undermine wilderness values” (TAS-S03 2016, p. 8). One 
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representation rejected the proposal as “renam[ing] the ‘Wilderness’ zone a ‘Remote Recreation’ 
zone immediately devalues the wilderness values” (TAS-S05 2016, p. 24). 
 
The reaction to the proposal to remove the word ‘wilderness’ shows how critical the word is in 
reinforcing the usage prescriptions within a designated land area, a critical component of functional 
territorialisation. The word also appears to be an important textual mediator of the ‘wilderness 
experience’21. ‘Remote recreation’ implies that human usage and access, however difficult, is the 
primary purpose of the area; ‘wilderness’ signals that an area is a place where humans do not 
remain or belong (discussed in Chapter One). The Director’s Report stated “[remote recreation] 
aligned the zone with the remaining three management zones by naming it after an intended use 
rather than a value (there are many other natural and cultural values within the current Wilderness 
zone)” (TAS-S03 2016, p. 7). A previous employee of the PWS noted that the label ‘wilderness’, 
when applied to an area of the Park, transcended that area’s actual physical qualities in the public 
perception (TAS-I03 2015).  
 
The opposition to dropping the ‘wilderness’ zone in government parlance demonstrates the 
importance of the state mechanism in applying textual mediators to enforce functional 
territorialisations. Descriptions of the area as ‘wilderness’ in an interpretive or value statement 
context were insufficient; wilderness must be a formal, territorial status enforceable via the 
mechanism of the state. Physically experiencing the space as ‘wilderness’ as an individual 
(regardless of the zoning) is also insufficient; wilderness must be mediated in the abstract as well as 
physical space, enforcing territorial boundaries even for those who have never visited the site. As 
previously discussed, maps provide the ability for physical areas to be interpreted and 
communicated in abstract space. Categorising the areas as a ‘wilderness’ zone on the TWWHA map 
passively mediates discussions, decisions and conceptualisations of those areas anywhere in the 
world that the map is viewed. Dean, a leader within the Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service, noted 
an area designated as ‘wilderness’ can be enjoyed and appreciated without it ever being visited: 
Remote wilderness tourism development is an interesting facet because it doesn’t 
necessarily mean –you don’t need people to go to the site to appreciate it. They need 
to be aware of it...people can still appreciate and understand it, but they don’t actually 
[have to] be in it (TAS-I02 2015).  
                                               
21 The ‘wilderness ‘experience’ can be characterised as stimulating in an individual feelings of 
remoteness, self-sufficiency, primalism, and ‘closeness’ with nature in an area where humans do not 
remain or belong.  
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By contrast, a ‘Remote Recreation’ zone relies on a physical, re-creating presence within the space 
in order to be conceptualised. In the Director’s report on the draft plan in 2016, the proposal to 
change ‘wilderness’ zones to ‘Remote Recreation’ was abandoned (TAS-S03 2016) and the final 
revised Management Plan, completed in 2016, includes ‘wilderness’ zones. 
 
Physical traits of the landscape can also reflect and communicate territorial boundaries, for those 
who know how to read them. Foresters, ecologists and Park employees in both study sites noted 
various physical changes in the landscape in different territories, due to different management 
priorities and tactics that symbolise changes to territory. Patrick, an ecologist in Washington State, 
explains how people familiar with the forest can understand which jurisdiction they are in by 
considering the size and management of the trees around them: 
If you’re on [US] Forest Service land, you see that there’s some trees that are maybe 
40-80 years old and there are some dense stands.  Maybe you see a thinning operation 
going on out there...because they’re basically plantations; they were replanted so it’s 
not natural regeneration. You’ll cross to [Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources] land and that might be more of a clear cut situation.  Maybe some legacy 
trees and a few trees remain standing. Then you cross into the National Park and 
you’ll see old growth forest, some 600 year old trees.  Whether you stop someone 
out there and say ‘hey, do you know what land you’re hunting on’, I don’t think most 
people would know.  But if you ask them what do you see?  What do you notice [is] 
different? (OP-I14 2014). 
 
For example, Figures 22a shows dense regrowth forest on US Forest Service land. Many small trees 
of the same species and same age, in dense arrangements, are more common in intensive 
management settings, such as matrix forest, as they are indicative of intentional planting or previous 
clear-cut. Figure 22b was taken in the Olympic National Park. It shows a large tree down in an old 
growth forest. Large trees left on the ground are much more common in old growth or minimum 
management settings, such as wilderness areas.  
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Figure 22a – Dense regrowth forest on US Forest Service land (image source: author). 
 
 
Figure 22b – A large tree down in an old growth forest, Olympic National Park (image source: 
author). 
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The World Heritage presence is absent from the communication of territorial boundaries on the 
Olympic Peninsula, but centre stage in Tasmania. Analysis of digital resources (e.g. websites), NPS 
management documents and third party promotion of the Olympic National Park (e.g. the local 
tourism board) found no instances of the World Heritage logo (OP-S11 2008; OP-S08 2014; OP-
S04 2018; OP-S22 2018), even on the NPS webpages dedicated to explaining World Heritage (OP-
S01 n.d.) In contrast, analogous websites and publications for the TWWHA displayed the World 
Heritage logo or noted its World Heritage status within the first few sentences of the document 
(TAS-S11 n.d.; TAS-S01 1999; TAS-S29 2016; TAS-S10 2017). When visiting the Olympic 
Peninsula, there were few references to the Olympic National Park’s World Heritage status, with 
only a single symbol found on a small plaque inside the National Park offices and not visible to the 
public (OP-B09 2015). There are references to its World Heritage status within the displays in the 
Visitor’s Centre at Port Angeles, but no World Heritage symbols (OP-B04 2014). There was no 
reference to World Heritage status at either the Hurricane Ridge or Hoh Rainforest Visitor’s Centers 
(OP-B02 2014; OP-B05 2014). In Tasmania, World Heritage symbols are more easily found. World 
Heritage symbols can be found on road signs and walking trails (TAS-B03 2016; TAS-B07 2016), 
park maps and brochures, and in visitors’ centres (TAS-B07 2016; TAS-B09 2016) (e.g. Figure 23).  
 
Figure 23 – The World Heritage symbol on a hut near Lake St Clair, Tasmania (image source: 
author). 
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The difference between the two sites in how World Heritage symbolism is used to communicate 
jurisdiction speaks to the different roles World Heritage plays in the next step of territorialisation: 
regulating activity. The lack of WH symbolism in ONP indicates that WH is not a necessary or 
valid source of authority for regulating behaviour. Perhaps more interesting, however, is the 
ubiquitous presence of World Heritage textual symbols in the TWWHA. This could, in part, be 
perceived as identifying a higher level of acceptance and approval of the United Nations in 
Australia compared to the USA. The communication of the WH symbol also indicates the 
importance of WH in defining and regulating activity within the space. The role of World Heritage 
in wilderness regulation in these two sites is discussed in more detail in Chapter Six. 
 
The use of digital textual mediation of jurisdiction and its relationship to territorialisation is not well 
addressed in the literature to date. For the ONP, digital engagement with text is a growing necessity 
for many physical activities within the Park boundaries. The NPS website provides the necessary 
resources for understanding wilderness boundaries and facilitating wilderness trip planning. The 
website also provides current alert updates for weather or changed access to Park resources. For the 
TWWHA, digital engagement with Park texts prior to arrival is even more significant to the user 
experience.  In addition to providing weather, access updates and trip planning resources, bookings 
for certain walking tracks in the TWWHA must be made ahead of time online before they can be 
undertaken. Such a requirement ensures early digital engagement with texts that introduce and 
reinforce state control within boundaries.  Maps (such as those discussed earlier in this chapter) and 
consultation processes (such as those discussed in the subsequent section) are also accessed and 
experienced digitally. These textual mediations of territory are experienced without ever physically 
encountering the space, and the impact of these digital interactions on relationships to the forest is 
an avenue for future research. 
 
5.5 – Regulating activity  
Once territorial boundaries are fixed by maps, and the boundaries communicated via text and 
symbols, activity is regulated within the boundary (Vandergeest and Peluso 1995, p. 388). 
Activities within the wilderness on the Peninsula and in Tasmania are highly regulated. Regulating 
activity is a key aspect to the wilderness concept, as ‘wilderness’ is created and maintained through 
applying wilderness regulations to a defined geographic space. The examples discussed in this 
section deal with the development of wilderness management plans in the TWWHA and the 
Olympic National Park and explain some of the dynamics of regulatory processes in the Parks. Both 
Parks have recently undergone revision processes of their management plans in relation to 
wilderness areas (TWWHA completed in 2016 and the ONP still ongoing at time of writing), 
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exemplifying the role of the regulating activity in the territorialisation process and the importance of 
regulation in building wilderness territory. In the case of the TWWHA, the interactions among 
different government and quasi-government entities that manage or rely on the TWWHA is 
explored through development for the TWWHA Management Plan. The analysis seeks to draw 
from Greenberg’s assessment that: 
Territorialisations seldom follow the contours of nature. Thus, political entities 
seldom control key elements or parts of ecologies upon which they depend. As 
nature is carved up among administrative and territorial units, actions that may be 
advantageous for one entity may damage another...The physical space is divided 
among political entities and fractured into various kinds of property and regimes, 
but in addition nature is conceptually fractured as it is divided among various 
agencies whose jurisdictional domains govern particular natural resources 
(Greenberg 2006, p 128).  
 
In the case of Olympic National Park, Peluso and Lund’s (2011) idea that “territoriality produces 
and maintains power relations among governed environmental subjects and between subjects and 
authorities” (p. 673) is explored in this section, discussing the role of the Wilderness Stewardship 
Plan in moderating authority over environmental subjects. 
 
5.5.1 – The Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 
So many people try and focus on the professional aspects of wilderness management 
and either downplay or ignore the politics when, in Tasmania, it’s just huge. It’s the 
driving force (TAS-I03 2015). 
 
 The size of the TWWHA and complexity of the different parks, reserves, and other land tenures 
within its boundaries make management and regulation exceedingly complex (TAS-I04 2015; 
TAS-I05 2015). While in the US context, federal wilderness legislation creates a relatively simple 
territorial mechanism that transcends most state/federal or intra-agency conflicts, Australia has no 
such equivalent (see Chapter Three), creating ample room for conflicts over access to, and 
management of, the area. The majority of the TWWHA (almost 98%) is governed by the 2002 
National Parks and Reserves Management Act, covering the management of national parks, state 
reserves, historic sites, nature recreation areas, game reserves, conservation areas and regional 
reserves. However, to further complicate management mandates, the balance (almost 39,000 
hectares) is under other management tenures such as Aboriginal land, Future Potential Production 
Forest, Permanent Timber Production Zone Land (Forestry Tasmania land), Hydro Tasmania 
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holdings, private land under conservation agreements and other crown land (TAS-S02 2014). In 
addition, within the Tasmanian Nature Conservation Act are a variety of different objectives for the 
different classes of conservation, almost all of which are represented in the TWWHA. The World 
Heritage status of the TWWHA means that it is also subject to Commonwealth regulation for the 
management of its universal values. The TWWHA is under the management of PWS, within 
DPIPWE. The mandate of both DPIPWE and PWS is for the sustainable management and 
protection of natural resources for economic and social purposes, as well as long-term conservation 
(TAS-S14 2008; TAS-S13 2018). As discussed in Chapter Four, tourism is of increasing 
importance to the Tasmanian economy and the TWWHA underpins much of that tourism. The 
PWS must work with government departments and advisory groups to meet goals for tourism 
development, species conservation, cultural heritage protection, hydro-electricity generation, and 
logging, among others. 
 
Brogden and Greenberg claim “As the state defines spaces and organizes resources by setting up 
jurisdictions and administrative rules, these arrangements in turn draw the social and political fault 
lines along which further disputes develop” (2003, p. 291). Such was the case in the development 
of the revised TWWHA Management Plan, where, among other controversies, the fault lines 
between tourism and conservation were laid bare over regulation of the wilderness resource of the 
TWWHA22. In 2013, the Tasmanian Government commenced a project to revise the TWWHA 
Management Plan (TAS-S15 2017). The previous management plan, developed in 1999, was 
considered by some to be too large, cumbersome and limiting for commercial and tourist interests 
(TAS-I03 2015; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I07 2015) and did not provide management guidance for 
boundary modifications that occurred after 1999 (TAS-S12 2016). “I think it would be fair to say 
that there was a mood from within our tourism industry council that the ’99 plan was overly 
restrictive in terms of future opportunities for them” (TAS-I05 2015).  
 
The government’s approach to the revised Plan caused controversy, as some ENGOs and the Green 
Party accused the Tasmanian Government of seeking to erode wilderness values in favour of tourist 
access and commercial enterprises (TAS-N04 2015; TAS-N06 2015; TAS-N05 2016). Conversely, 
the government and tourism industry groups, such as Tourism Industry Council Tasmania, argued 
that wilderness values were essential to Tasmanian tourism and would not be eroded by the Plan, 
and that increasing tourism can assist with conservation education (TAS-N07 2015; TAS-N04 
2015; TAS-N06 2015). The 2014 draft revised Plan was certainly more concise than the 1999 Plan 
                                               
22 See Chapter Three for discussion of wilderness as a natural resource. 
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(it contained half as many words) and lifted some of the strict access rules for the ‘wilderness 
zones’ (TAS-S01 1999; TAS-S02 2014) (see Section 5.4).  
 
While it was a Labor Party government that committed to the project to develop a new Management 
Plan for the TWWHA in 2013, the return of the conservative Liberal party government to Tasmania 
in 2014 after 16 years signaled a change in Tasmania’s approach to the management of the 
TWWHA. Among other election promises, the Liberal Party under Will Hodgman campaigned on a 
platform of loosening “red and Green [Party] tape” on tourism in Tasmanian’s parks (TAS-T09 
2014; TAS-S17 2015). Unlike previous management plan review projects, the 2014 review was 
undertaken by DPIPWE, PWS’s parent department, rather than by PWS themselves (TAS-I02 2015; 
TAS-I08 2015; TAS-S15 2017), shifting jurisdiction over TWWHA regulations closer to the sitting 
government (TAS-I03 2015; TAS-I08 2015). No official reason was provided for the change, but 
conservation groups were skeptical of the motivations behind it, concerned that it signaled a shift 
away from objective management principles and toward a more political process (TAS-I03 2015; 
TAS-I08 2015). “These guys have just ignored all principles of good management planning or 
anything else in just a purely politically driven exercise. Basically driven out of the minister’s office 
and the policy section of the department, rather than the parks planning section” (TAS-I03 2015). 
Also unlike previous management plans, the government played a much more direct role in the 
development of the plan (TAS-I03 2015), specifying that ‘wilderness’ was not to be portrayed as a 
‘core value’ (TAS-I02 2015) and “that it was to be a little bit more strategic and a bit more 
streamlined than the ’99 plan” (TAS-I04 2015). Dean, an employee of PWS, expressed that “we 
wanted to create a new view that if people could prove that they could produce sustainable, 
environmentally friendly activities, they were able to do it anywhere in the World Heritage Area” 
(TAS-I02 2015).  
 
In 2015, the draft revised TWWHA Management Plan was released for public comment (TAS-S15 
2017). Conservation groups were outspoken in their opposition to proposed changes in regulation of 
wilderness, or what they saw as concessions to tourism development that would degrade wilderness 
quality (TAS-I03 2015; TAS-I08 2015; TAS-T10 2015). As discussed in Section 5.4, the draft plan 
proposed removal of ‘wilderness’ zoning in favour of a ‘Remote Recreation’ zone, where a much 
wider variety of activities would be allowed than in the 1999 Plan. Key among the changes were 
increased air access to the TWWHA, allowing aircraft to set down almost anywhere within the 
TWWHA; permanent infrastructure for tourists would be permitted almost anywhere in the 
TWWHA, such as huts on walking tracks; and a structure for increasing private tourism ventures 
through the creation of a TWWHA Tourism Master Plan (TAS-S12 2016).  
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Discord between the tourism industry and conservationists was exacerbated further when the State 
government elected to run an Expression of Interest (EOI) process for tourism development ideas in 
the TWWHA concurrently with the development of the Management Plan. While the two processes 
were technically unrelated (TAS-I06 2015), conservation groups noted that the government failed to 
provide clear guidelines for what criteria would be used to assess the EOIs (TAS-T11 2015; TAS-
S31 2016), and the concurrent nature of the two processes indicated a likelihood that the 
government would flex the Management Plan around tourism ideas, rather than the other way 
around (TAS-I06 2015; TAS-I08 2015).  
 
While the changes to regulations in the draft Management Plan can be understood in the classic 
neoliberal sense as a “de-regulation” of the TWWHA, it is also a re-territorialisation, shifting access 
to the wilderness resource from local conservation groups to tourism operators. As tourist access to 
the TWWHA increases, the wilderness resource is ‘depleted’ as fewer areas are conceptualized as 
remote and pristine. Andy, a preservation advocate, said that: 
The [PWS] budget is much less dictated by [PWS]’s internal priorities and much 
more by what the Minister or the tourism people want. PWS has always consulted 
with tourism, but the thing they set up last year called Tourism 21 – I mean, it looks 
like – it’s not just Parks consulting with tourism. Its tourism dictating policy to Parks, 
is what it looks like to me. So it’s basically trying to ignore [PWS]’s legal 
requirements for conservation management and just turn them into an arm of the 
tourism industry. Which is one of the important roles of Parks. I don’t have a problem 
with that. I just hate it being totally subsumed (TAS-I03 2015). 
 
The contents of the Management Plan not only shift the regulations by which the physical land is 
managed, the focus of the plan also shifts the agency of enforcement. While the government agency 
responsible for the TWWHA remains the same (PWS), as noted previously in this chapter, non-state 
actors achieve territorialisation aims using mechanisms of the nation-state. Under the 1999 Plan, 
PWS thus is enforcing the territorialisation goals of the conservation advocates who would see 
limited tourism development in the Park. Under the 2014 draft reviewed Management Plan, PWS 
would be enforcing the territorial regulations of the tourist industry, and most prominently, 
enforcing it against the groups that had the highest level of access rights previously. The increased 
and direct involvement of the Minister’s office in the process further highlights how the 
mechanisms of the state are used for non-state territorialisations.  
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The Management Plan plays an important role for conservation advocates and tourism operators 
alike. It provides them with regulatory boundaries within which they must act, both physically and 
ideologically. Importantly, the tone, content and process by which the Management Plan was 
developed signal where, when and how enforcement of regulations will be carried out. Derek, a 
wilderness activist and leader, stated:  
It's not about what is happening or what is proposed to happen. This is a Management 
Plan. It's about what can happen. It's about what constraints, what prescriptions, are 
in place to protect the values and what is permitted to happen. And we saw just about 
everything get thrown out the door. The wilderness zone got thrown out the door, 
therefore there was nowhere in the whole World Heritage area that you couldn't 
commercially land a helicopter (TAS-I08 2015). 
 
The concept of wilderness tourism is complex, as most proponents of tourism in Tasmania, and the 
tourists themselves, come to Tasmania for the ‘wilderness’ experience, and are themselves 
proponents of the wilderness concept. In contrast to logging or mining interests, which are more 
easily conceptualized as being contrary to wilderness ideals, wilderness tourism is an activity for 
those who seek to preserve wilderness. Nature thus becomes continually fractured as new 
jurisdictions and administrations, and subsequent access to resources, are established even within 
the wilderness concept. The issue of wilderness depletion due to tourism access thus becomes not a 
question of “what wilderness will we preserve”, but “whose wilderness will we preserve”. This 
question is discussed further in Chapter Seven. 
 
5.5.2 – The Olympic National Park Wilderness Stewardship Plan 
In 2013, the NPS published a Notice of Intent to develop a Wilderness Stewardship Plan (the Plan) 
for Olympic National Park (US National Park Service 2013). The Wilderness Stewardship Plan 
compliments the Park’s General Management Plan, to assist the Park to meet the specific needs of 
regulating wilderness. National Park management policy defines wilderness not only as those areas 
which are currently designated as wilderness, but also those areas deemed by the Park as “potential” 
wilderness (US National Park Service 2006).   
 
Wilderness stewardship planning is intended to focus on preserving the ‘wilderness character’ of 
the designated areas within the Park (OP-S12 2013; OP-I10 2015). For management purposes, 
wilderness character is considered to consist of four qualities: untrammelled, natural, undeveloped 
and solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation (OP-I10 2015) (Table 3). Prior to undertaking 
this process, the Olympic National Park did not have a plan specifically for managing wilderness 
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within its borders, but instead had a ‘Backcountry’ Management Plan for managing the same areas 
(OP-S11 2008). The term ‘backcountry’ is used in the NPS to refer to “primitive, undeveloped 
portions of parks” (US National Park Service 2006, section 8.2.2.4). The term is descriptive, rather 
than prescriptive, and includes both federally designated wilderness, as well as other areas fitting 
the description of “undeveloped” (US National Park Service 2006). While the wilderness areas 
within the Backcountry Management Plan had been managed for wilderness character, the 
development of the Stewardship plan signalled a renewed endeavour to review and enforce 
wilderness ideals within the Park (OP-I10 2015; OP-I12 2015). Adam, a former employee of the 
NPS who worked in wilderness management, says the NPS was seeking to move away from the 
word ‘backcountry’ to refer to wilderness: 
We’re getting away from the word backcountry and calling it what it is, which is 
wilderness.  There’s been a lot more emphasis on wilderness recently than before, 
trying to get past that dichotomy between backcountry [and wilderness] – where 
backcountry can refer to places that are not governed by wilderness regulations, such 
as the Wilderness Act (OP-I06 2014).  
 
Table 3 – Summarising Wilderness Quality, USA Wilderness Preservation System (source: 
Landres et al. 2015, p. 4). 
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Adam’s comments reflect a key aspect of territoriality, an ongoing management of relationships 
“among governed environmental [human] subjects and between subjects and authorities” (Peluso 
and Lund 2011, p. 673). In this case, reinforcement of ‘wilderness’ regulation also reinforces NPS 
control over the actions of subjects within their territory, as simple ‘backcountry’ management does 
not provide the same level of prescriptive resource controls. 
 
The development of the Stewardship Plan follows the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
process for preparing government documents that will have significant effects on the environment 
(Creachbaum et al. 2013). The NEPA provides a prescriptive process through which the 
Wilderness Stewardship Plan must be developed. The process involves extensive consultation with 
community members to ensure public management concerns are met, but also defines careful 
boundaries around the scope and jurisdiction of the project. Following initial public consultation, 
the ONP developed a set of four “preliminary draft alternative management strategies” for public 
comment (OP-S08 2014). Each alternative outlined a range of prescriptions for wilderness 
management within the Park on topics such as trail maintenance, fire management, historic 
structure management and even soundscapes. Development of the Plan also involves extensive 
mapping of human activity within the territory, showing the depth with which wilderness is 
experienced as a regulatory activity, as well as the importance of mapping, categorizing and 
tracking governed subjects and their behaviour within the boundaries. Marianne, an employee of 
the NPS, explains some of the details of the wilderness mapping exercise: 
Bare ground campsites have been measured since the mid-'70s throughout the 
National Wilderness Preservation system in a somewhat standardised way...we have 
monitoring that focuses on the camp areas, where there’s mapping of the sites and 
all kinds of measurements of bare ground, root exposure, number of social trails, 
etcetera. Then we have an inventory of all the trail system[s]; the maintained trail 
system primarily, which is about 600 miles. So everything that was human out there, 
we inventoried. My crew used a wheel and measured. Anytime they came to a 
structure, they would note it. If it was one of the key structures, they would GPS it 
so we could get it on a GIS layer (OP-I10 2015). 
 
Vandergeest and Peluso (1995) state that “enforceability of territorial claims is achieved by their 
recognition by a relevant audience, by social pressure, and by threat and use of violence” (p. 389). 
The NEPA process (such as the presentation of the draft alternatives to the public) provides an 
avenue to assert a “collaborative claim” (Peluso and Lund 2011, p. 673) to territory, thus achieving 
recognition and social pressure. While the nation-state is making an explicit claim over the territory 
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by launching and managing the development of the plan, the community makes an implicit 
collaborative claim that confirms the regulating agency’s authority to create and enforce such a 
plan. Marianne describes how the NPS uses the public feedback on the Plan. It is not necessarily 
for ideas or confirmation on how to manage the wilderness areas, but rather will the public accept 
their regulations at all: 
You come up with a range [of management alternatives] that would be realistic and 
appropriate to analyse. You go back to the public and see how they respond to what 
you asked. But it’s not a vote – the Park staff, the team, will select a preferred – so 
we’ll look at the range of alternatives that have been developed. What really then is 
our preferred – in order to meet our desired conditions for this wilderness? (OP-I10 
2015). 
 
A collaborative claim of territorial control is essential to the success of the Wilderness Stewardship 
Plan as a strategy to regulate behaviour. Acceptance of the regulating authority by the general 
public through the consultation process serves to provide legitimacy in the ongoing enforcement of 
the agreed behaviours. The Plan is essential to regulating behaviour in a large geographical area 
with a limited capacity for physical policing. 
  
The process of developing the Wilderness Stewardship Plan, such as the NEPA process and the 
draft alternative options, can be understood as a “means through which the field of play that defines 
the possible actions of others is structured” (Greenberg 2006, p. 127). The Stewardship Plan 
provides a framework through which all subsequent discussions about wilderness, its definition and 
its appropriate use, will be administered. The ‘Wilderness Management Planning Toolbox’ from 
Wilderness Connect (a federal inter-agency partnership to provide wilderness education) states “A 
[wilderness management] plan defines our needs, identifies components of our wilderness 
stewardship program and sets the course of action in preserving wilderness character over the long 
run. It outlines what our resources are, what the desired conditions are, what to watch for to notice 
changes and plots a course if action is determined necessary” (Wilderness Connect 2016). 
Marianne describes the process of building a Plan that fits within broad prescriptions for 
wilderness: 
We have law and policy and Director’s orders giving us the side bars. The laws – this 
is the box we work within. But it’s a box. It’s not like one item. It’s not singular. It’s 
a box...Then, at the point of developing your alternatives, you’re looking at [a] range 
and you’re trying to represent what is the realistic range within the side boards of the 
law (OP-I10 2015). 
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A result of such a structured process, however, is an invisibility of other discussions, concerns or 
conceptualisations related to wilderness that fall outside the narrow scope of the development 
process and eventual Plan. The project to develop the Stewardship Plan did not draw nearly as 
much attention as the TWWHA Management Plan project, though the ONP Stewardship Plan 
consultation did receive over 1200 public comments (OP-S10 2013; OP-S09 2014). The strict 
wilderness designation already applied upon 95% of the park by federal law meant that the contents 
of the pending plan were likely to remain within very narrow boundaries. Nevertheless, the 
development of the plan was frustrating for some, particularly those who wanted to discuss issues 
outside the narrow draft Plan management scenarios, such as tourism, local employment, 
frustrations with the Wild Olympics proposal, the NWFP or the Federal Government control in 
general (e.g. OP-N01 n.d.; OP-T07 2014; OP-S08 2014; OP-I05 2015; OP-I10 2015). In contrast to 
the TWWHA draft plan, the main controversy over the ONP draft alternatives was fear that access 
was too restrictive, even for the most dedicated of bushwalkers, such as proposals to close trails 
and implement strict permitting systems (OP-N01 n.d; OP-I15 2015). The Park was also criticized 
for failing to articulate the problems they were trying to manage, and that they were instead trying 
to advance a policy of encouraging as little access as possible in the wilderness areas of the Park 
(OP-N01 n.d; OP-I13 2015). 
 
Notably absent from the Olympic Peninsula experience of territorial mapping is mention of World 
Heritage. In contrast to the Tasmanian experience, the World Heritage designation of the ONP was 
not referenced at any time as part of wilderness mapping exercises (OP-I10 2015; OP-I12 2015; 
OP-I14 2014). World Heritage representatives such as the IUCN do not appear to have ever been a 
part of mapping exercises for the Wild Olympics proposal.  
 
5.6 – Conclusion 
This chapter outlined the processes by which different groups compete for control over natural 
resources in the two regions, through mapping, communication of boundaries and creation and 
enforcement of regulation, highlighting examples such as the impact of boundary mapping on the 
special timbers sector and the implementation of the Wild Olympics legislation, the process for the 
ONP Wilderness Stewardship Plan and the TWWHA Management Plan. It demonstrated how 
wilderness is used as a tool for internal re-territorialisation and discussed how different actors 
access and utilize this tool. The next chapter discusses in greater detail the intersection of World 
Heritage and internal re-territorialisation processes and compares and contrasts the different roles of 
World Heritage in internal territorialisation in the two study sites. Chapter Seven then explores how 
re-territorialisation practices in each of the study sites contribute to creating, reinforcing and 
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embedding human relationships to nature, specifically through wilderness tourism, conservation 
science, and national narratives about natural heritage. 
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6. World Heritage and wilderness: World Heritage as an internal territorialisation tool 
 
6.1 – Introduction 
This Chapter discusses how World Heritage and wilderness intersect as territorialisation practices in 
the case-study sites. Chapter Five introduced the concept of re-territorialisation and explored how it 
could be applied to the concept of wilderness legislation and management on the Olympic 
Peninsula, USA and in Tasmania, Australia. Chapter Five also discussed a number of contestations 
over wilderness in Tasmania and on the Olympic Peninsula, such as access to timber resources, the 
development of management plans and tensions between conservation and tourism. The case-study 
sites share many issues, with similar territorial disputes over access to forest resources occurring 
between preservation interests and resource extraction or tourism.  
 
An essential difference between the two sites, however, is the role that World Heritage (WH) plays 
in the territorialisation of forests through wilderness designation. In the case of the Olympic 
Peninsula (the Peninsula), World Heritage is rarely a consideration for the governance or 
management of the site. It is, however, a point of contention for a small subset of the Peninsula 
population who perceive World Heritage as a threat to their private property rights. In Tasmania, 
however, World Heritage plays a central and critical role in the creation and maintenance of 
territorial boundaries through the application of wilderness regulation. In this chapter, the 
relationships between World Heritage and the Olympic National Park (ONP) and the Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) in the context of wilderness will be explored through a 
number of examples: on the Olympic Peninsula, a proposal to extend the boundaries of the ONP 
and concerns over UN influence; and in Tasmania, the proposal to delist part of the 2013 extension 
to the TWWHA, as well as World Heritage involvement in the development of the revised 
TWWHA Management Plan.  
 
6.2 – The World Heritage system 
The World Heritage Convention was created to protect “the world's superb natural and scenic areas 
and historic sites for the present and the future of the entire world citizenry” (National Citizens’ 
Committee 1965). The Convention was formed by UNESCO in 1972 when disparate global 
movements to protect natural, cultural and historic sites came together in an unprecedented 
cooperation (Cameron and Rössler 2016, p. 26) and has been ratified by almost every country in the 
world (Meskell 2013a, p. 486). The principal concept behind World Heritage is “outstanding 
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universal value”, or the idea that some places on earth are “priceless and irreplaceable assets, not 
only of each nation, but of humanity as a whole” (UNESCO 2017, p. 9).  
 
The Convention is managed by the World Heritage Committee and potential sites are assessed 
against ten possible selection criteria by the Advisory Bodies, ICOMOS (the International Council 
on Monuments and Sites), and IUCN (the International Union for Conservation of Nature) 
(UNESCO 2017). The Convention, and associated Operational Guidelines, outline the means by 
which States Party can nominate a property for World Heritage status, and its responsibility for 
maintaining the outstanding universal values of the property if designation is granted (UNESCO 
2017). Monitoring site integrity and enforcement of the Convention is achieved through a system of 
periodic reporting from the relevant States Party and monitoring missions from the relevant 
Advisory Bodies if the Committee deems it warranted (UNESCO 2017). World Heritage status 
carries many benefits, particularly international prestige and benefits to local and national 
economies from increased tourism and associated development (Ryan & Silvanto 2009, pp. 292-
293; Meskell 2013a, p. 483). It also exemplifies the broader benefits of international cooperation, 
the “reinforcement of concepts of human equality, common destiny, shared stewardship of the 
earth, optimal use of scarce natural and cultural resources, and the consequent imperative of 
peaceful coexistence” (Graham et al. 2016, p. 236). 
 
The ideology of the World Heritage Convention was to be cooperative and share a collective 
responsibility for the protection of heritage (Cameron and Rössler 2016, pp. 14-16), but to avoid 
domestic political disputes of state parties or jurisdiction disputes between parties over sites 
(Meskell 2014, p. 221). The implementation of World Heritage, however, also signaled a new era in 
territorial organisation (Cameron and Rössler 2016, p. 2). Though formed in part as a response to 
the post-war globalisation of industry, environmental depletion and cultural change (Cameron and 
Rössler 2016, p. 1), World Heritage was also itself an institution of globalisation (Elliot and 
Schmutz 2012, p. 258) or global governance of culture (Schmitt 2009, pp. 118-19), as it endorses 
and normalises a unified system of heritage collectivism and governance procedures (Askew 2010; 
Turtinen 2000, pp. 4-5). Turtinen (2000) argues that World Heritage contributes to a global culture 
and a political community that transcends the boundaries of nation-states (p. 21). Such systems can 
be beneficial for some and detrimental to others, such as the experiences of some Indigenous 
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communities with World Heritage (Meskell 2013b)23. World Heritage has also been described as a 
transnational tool or vector of influence between the globally empowered and disempowered 
(Meskell 2015, pp. 3-4), and Meskell (2013a) has noted that the World Heritage system has become 
more of a tool for negotiating political alliances, rather than following core UNESCO goals (p. 
483). “World Heritage, in the service of intercultural understanding and peace building, 
synonymous with the invention of UNESCO, has been eclipsed by politico-economic leverage and 
advantage on a global stage” (Meskell 2014, p. 225). 
 
In additional to global implications, World Heritage has also been studied for how it is used by 
States Parties as a domestic policy tool within its own borders. The use of World Heritage as a tool 
for the construction of national identities has been explored (e.g. Munasinghe 2005; Labadi 2007), 
as well as the internal struggles States Parties face over the implementation of World Heritage (e.g. 
Logan 2013; Law and Kriwoken 2017). However, the ways in which World Heritage may be used 
as a tool within and by nation-states to dictate or enforce access to natural resources is not well 
represented in the current literature. This chapter attempts to fill part of that gap by comparing the 
role of World Heritage in creating and enforcing the domestic territorialisation policy of wilderness 
in two case study sites in the USA and Australia. 
 
As noted in Chapter One, although the criteria for World Heritage status do not include wilderness 
specifically, through its Advisory Body on natural sites (the IUCN), World Heritage plays a role in 
the wilderness debate. Since 1994, the IUCN has recognised ‘wilderness’ as a distinct protected 
area category (Bishop et al. 2004, p. 134) and argues that a “more  systematic wilderness  approach  
would  be  important  to  further  some  of  the  Convention’s  key  objectives” (Badman et al., p. 
vii). In total, 52 out of 238 natural and mixed World Heritage sites are protected in part for their 
wilderness values today and it is estimated that about 545,000 km2, or 1.8% of the world’s total 
wilderness, is found within World Heritage sites (Badman et al. 2017, p. 28). The Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) is the only world heritage site with ‘wilderness’ in its 
title. Thus, through the World Heritage system’s position as a global arbiter of the protection and 
treatment of nature and culture, it plays an indirect, but important part in the normalisation and 
dissemination of the wilderness concept, as will be discussed further below. 
                                               
23 While the participation of Indigenous peoples as a distinct category was not specifically sought 
for this thesis, their important role in understanding political relationships to wilderness on the 
Olympic Peninsula and in Tasmania is acknowledged. See discussion in Chapter Two regarding 
consideration of the indigenous perspective in this thesis. 
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The following sections outline the national and local context of World Heritage in each of the case-
study sites and examine specific examples of the intersection of World Heritage and wilderness 
policy in each site. These sections also explore how conceptualisations in each site can be 
understood as recognitions of, and responses, to territorialisation practices.  
 
6.3 – World Heritage and the Olympic National Park (ONP) 
We all hate the United Nations. I don’t know if you like the United Nations, but we 
do not like them (OP-I01 2014). 
Early in the life of the Convention, the USA was a strong leader and supporter of the World 
Heritage concept (Stott 2012, p. 148), and the Olympic National Park was among the early sites in 
the US to earn World Heritage status. The election of the Reagan administration in 1981, however, 
changed the future of World Heritage in the USA, as the US withdrew from UNESCO (Stott 2012). 
The World Heritage concept was caught up in broader issues between the USA and UNESCO over 
supposed ‘anti-US’ positions from UNESCO, particularly those involving Israel (Stott 2012, pp. 
161-163). Some American conservative, Republican groups (e.g. Lasatar 1984) saw UNESCO as 
bureaucratic and poorly managed (Gwertzman 1983; Stott 2012, p. 161). While the USA continued 
to be involved in the World Heritage Committee during and after the Reagan administration, its 
relationship with UNESCO remained distant.  
 
In the mid-1990s, a concern about the influence of World Heritage and the UN in domestic affairs 
began to grow amongst some conservative, rural communities (Gebert 1999, pp. 427-431; Hazen 
2008, pp. 254-255). The fear was for possible sovereignty issues with World Heritage, or more 
specifically, whether environmental groups could use World Heritage status as a tool to erode 
American land rights (Gebert 1999, pp. 429-431; Hazen 2008, p. 255). Such suspicions were part of 
broader movements in the American West since the Reagan Administration to question the role of 
the Federal Government in the regulation of land use (e.g. Babbitt 1982, McCarthy 2001, 2002). 
Adherents argued that the UN was undertaking an organised and concerted effort to control USA 
natural resources by conferring World Heritage status on selected National Parks (e.g. Murphy 
1996; Goshko 1996; The Examiner 2009). The concerns were sufficiently widespread and caused 
enough anxiety that the US Congress held multiple hearings on the subject and introduced a bill to 
the House of Representatives that would require Congressional involvement in World Heritage 
listings, although the bill did not progress (104th Congress 1996). While such concerns are not 
founded in either USA law or the relevant Convention documents (Gebert 1999, pp. 430-431), they 
remain widespread in the USA, particularly amongst rural communities (Southern Poverty Law 
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Center 2014, p. 5).  Such beliefs are reinforced by incidents such as the Crown Butte Mines 
controversy in Yellowstone, where UNESCO involvement by environmental groups brought 
success in an attempt to block a nearby mining operation (see Dykstra 1997; Gebert 1999; Hazen 
2008).   
 
Such beliefs are often based on what is termed “Agenda 21” (Southern Poverty Law Center 2014, p. 
5). Agenda 21 is a non-binding transnational agreement on sustainable development developed by 
the United Nations, to which the USA is a signatory (United Nations 1992). The intention of 
Agenda 21 was to provide guidance to local governments for sustainable development, but 
conservative groups such as the John Birch Society saw Agenda 21 as an attempt to establish the 
United Nations as a one-world government (Southern Poverty Law Center 2014, p. 5). In particular, 
the concept of wilderness and the ‘Wildlands Network’ is held in suspicion by some as a potential 
tool of Agenda 21 to extend UN control within domestic sovereignty (OP-N05 2013; OP-N04 
2014). The Wildlands Network (formerly known was the Wildlands Project) is a project seeking to 
“rewild”, or restore landscapes from human impact to wilderness conditions (Foreman 2000, pp. 
393-394). The project seeks to establish a system of connected protected areas across North 
America. The Wildlands Network became associated with Agenda 21 concerns when it was 
mentioned in the UN Convention on Biological Diversity Plan to Restore Biodiversity, at the same 
UN conference as Agenda 21 (OP-N05 2013; OP-N04 2014). For those concerned about UN 
influence over USA land, the Wildlands Network is key to achieving UN territorial goals, as it is 
one tool for the UN to remove individual property rights in favour of creating vast protected areas 
(OP-T11 2013; OP-N03 2014; OP-N04 2014). 
 
Beliefs about growing UN influence over domestic natural resources are evident in the communities 
of the Olympic Peninsula (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I03 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I06 2014; 
OP-I09 2015; OP-I11 2014; OP-I12 2015; OP-I13 2015; OP-I14 2014; OP-I15 2015). There are 
some on the Peninsula who see the World Heritage status of the ONP as a means to control their 
access to ONP resources, as well as fear of Agenda 21 and the Wildlands Network (OP-N01 n.d.; 
OP-N06 n.d.; OP-N07 2010; OP-S10 2013; OP-T11 2013; OP-I02 2014; OP-T12 2014; OP-I13-
2015).  Marianne, an NPS employee, claimed that World Heritage signage had to be taken down at 
ONP at one stage, as its presence created animosity between the local community and the Park, 
though tensions about World Heritage had reduced somewhat in recent years (OP-I10 2015). The 
Clallam County government was a member of an organisation called the International Council for 
Local Environmental Initiatives, a network of local governments around the world committed to 
local sustainable development. While not technically affiliated with the UN, the organisation works 
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closely with UN secretariats. In 2011, the Clallam Republican Party demanded withdrawal of the 
county commissioners from the organization, on the grounds that it promoted Agenda 21, the 
Wildlands Network, and abolition of private property rights, meat-eating, rural inhabitation, and 
single-family homes, among other concerns (OP-S20 2011; OP-N08 2011). Interviewees expressed 
similar concerns, particularly about the UN and World Heritage status resulting in increased 
restrictions for local communities and control over domestic territories, such as Esther, a local 
leader and forestry advocate:  
I think [World Heritage] is a vehicle [the Park] can hide behind to add restrictions. 
That’s what I saw after it was dedicated. I started watching. Our mill goes for an air 
quality permit or our city is doing something and, all of a sudden, you’re looking at 
– well, you’re within two miles of Olympic National World Heritage Park! So 
they’re building in these buffers. We’re so close. I mean, we have a land [area] that’s 
how wide; it’s this wide. The Olympics are miles deep. So we’re becoming that 
buffer. It’s where we live and earn our money. So now it’s costing us more in, you 
know, blood, sweat and tears because we have to put up with that additional 
oversight from the regulatory side because of the World Heritage site (OP-I02 2014). 
 
Of particular note in the context of territorialisation is the belief that the ultimate goal of the UN and 
Agenda 21 is to remove all humans from the Olympic Peninsula, through the slow and steady 
expansion of ONP borders (OP-N01 n.d.; OP-N06 n.d., OP-N08 2011; OP-S10 2013). In one 
account of this theory, a local blogger claims that the Superintendent of Olympic National Park 
confessed in 1944 that the ultimate goal was the removal of all humans from the Olympic Peninsula 
(OP-N06 n.d.). While it is highly unlikely there is a global UN ‘conspiracy’ to eliminate property 
rights in the USA, as with all such theories, it is the nuggets of truth that make them so provocative. 
There are certainly instances where previous expansions of the Park have resulted in the erosion of 
private property rights. The ONP was designated as a National Park in 1938 and by 1939 there was 
already a proposal to expand the boundaries (Rothman 2006, p. 93). In 1940, and again in in943 and 
1953, ONP boundaries were expanded by executive proclamations, authorising the acquisition of 
designated privately-held lands for inclusion within the National Park, to the dismay of many in 
adjacent communities (Rothman 2006, pp. 95, 99-105). This acquisition resulted in the expulsion of 
several homesteading families who had been on the Peninsula since it was originally settled (OP-
T13 1948; OP-T14 2011; Rothman 2006, pp. 102-107; Wray 2014).  
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As noted in Chapter Five, there is almost no mention of World Heritage status in Park publications, 
websites, or on Park land. Other previous and current Park Service staff insist that it simply is not a 
routine part of the local dialogue about the Park or a consideration for Park Service management:  
The UN has nothing to do with managing these Parks. There’s no authority in the 
charter for World Heritage that says you can tell somebody what to do. I always 
wanted to put a red phone in my office [when I worked for the Park Service] with a 
little blinking red light. You get one of these guys in there and I pick up the phone. 
‘Excuse me – my handlers are on the phone…’ Have a drawer and pull out the red 
phone. ‘My bilateral contact with my handlers.’ They would believe it (OP-I03 
2014). 
 
We very rarely say anything about [the World Heritage status]. There’s a plaque right 
next to the bathrooms, so you might say well, there’s a plaque next to the bathroom 
(OP-I06 2015).   
 
There is little independent evidence to corroborate the rhetoric that ONP’s World Heritage status is 
part of a global mission to eradicate humans from the Peninsula. While it might be easy to dismiss 
adherents to these beliefs as far-right conspiracy theorists, or as one Peninsula community member 
put it, “they’re daffy” (OP-I05 2015), in another light, this community is expressing their 
experience with re-territorialisation of forests on the Peninsula. Confusion about exactly what 
World Heritage does mean for the Park and surrounding community brings feelings of uncertainty, 
helplessness and disempowerment (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I05 2015; OP-
I11 2014). There was a general feeling from some local community members that because they 
were not ‘conservationists’, they lacked voice or influence over how Park decisions were made and 
who made them (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I04 2014; OP-I05 2015; OP-I11 2014). Some 
local citizens were just concerned about the way that World Heritage or UNESCO Biosphere status 
might informally or unofficially influence decisions about land management in ways that do not 
consider the needs of local communities (OP-I04 2014; OP-I09 2015). The World Heritage status 
and the processes around it seem bureaucratic, confusing and outside their ability to influence or 
control (OP-I02 2014; OP-I04 2014). For example, several participants expressed a concern or 
confusion about exactly what rights non-Americans had to dictate American land-use policy under 
World Heritage. Dave is a forestry advocate and works in a local forestry company: 
There is a concern over what action other people can take around the world, what 
they’re entitled to here. For instance, I manage private forest land that drains directly 
into Lake Ozette. Lake Ozette is in the National Park. We continually have a 
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discussion about whether state [management practices] are adequate enough to 
provide protection for the lake. Well, I can see someone from Germany filing a 
lawsuit under the thing saying ‘you, in Washington, are not doing a good enough job 
protecting Lake Ozette because your [management practices] balance social, 
economic and ecological things, so you’re compromising the ecological things. 
Therefore, those rules are not good enough to protect a pristine lake.’ So there is that 
concern that someone around the world could do that. That would not be very 
pleasant (OP-I04 2014). 
 
Esther: 
I did not have a clear understanding of what [World Heritage designation] meant or 
what it would mean. Now that I do...I don’t recall it being a huge public process, 
either. It’s just like the United Nations picks a spot and goes: ‘we like that’, and then 
everybody falls all over themselves to get it because you have some perceived benefit 
from it. Looking back on it, I would have said ‘keep your heritage someplace else. 
We’ll just keep what we’ve got’ (OP-I02 2014). 
 
Bob is retired from forestry after working for many years with timber companies and as a 
self-employed timber-getter: 
No one respects [the World Heritage designation]. A lot of people think it’s the UN’s 
thumbprint on this land and they have an ‘in’ on managing it. As far as I can see, 
they don’t. Now, they may if the [Federal Government] agrees that they have some 
kind of a deal there. I know part of the UN agreement was this Agenda 21 that came 
out. It spells some real specific things. Agenda 21 has not really been adopted by 
most management people, but they’re taking portions of it and putting it into their 
policies. That’s what the local people are getting upset about. It’s creeping socialism. 
It’s getting in there (OP-I01 2014). 
 
It is clear that World Heritage values do influence management of the Park, but only very 
informally. The World Heritage status is important to Park staff, as well as environmental leaders 
and citizen groups, in justifying and explaining the significance of the Park to the public, 
government and tourists (OP-I03 2014; OP-I08 2015; OP-I10 2015; OP-I12 2015; OP-I13 2015). 
However, it does not appear that World Heritage is actively used as a tool for territorialisation on 
the Peninsula. The World Heritage status of the Park was never raised by participants in interview 
unless the topic was prompted (OP-I01-I15 2014-2015). Notwithstanding this fact, as shown above, 
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it is the belief by some residents on the OP that World Heritage actually is, or could be, used by the 
government to mediate access to resources that stimulates some of the resistance to expansion of 
wilderness and it is this belief that in part makes World Heritage a poor tool for territorialisation on 
the Peninsula. The following section outlines an example of how wilderness policy and World 
Heritage intersected on the Peninsula, and how opposition to World Heritage worked against 
advocates of protected areas in achieving their goal of increasing wilderness areas. 
 
6.3.1 – Wild Olympics and the ‘willing buyer/willing seller’ program  
What World Heritage brings is – okay, now we’re saying not only is your local 
community and the national media and interest going to come to bear, but now the 
entire world is interested in this. The international community is asking questions 
about this and wants to weigh in – that can cut two ways. Some folks say okay, we’re 
going to take it even more seriously. Other people basically stick their middle finger 
up (OP-I08-2015). 
 
Although there are few instances of the ONP World Heritage status impacting on, or intersecting 
with, wilderness issues on the Peninsula, the ONP Management Plan and a related federal bill thrust 
World Heritage into the forefront of Peninsula issues. In 2008, the Olympic National Park finalised 
their new General Management Plan. The General Management Plan included recommendations to 
acquire specific parcels of land adjacent to the Park, if a willing buyer/willing seller24 scenario 
arose (OP-S11 2008; OP-I09 2014). However, the NPS  required an act of Congress to approve 
funding and boundary expansion for the Park (Headwaters Economics 2012; OP-S11 2008; OP-I14 
2014). In order to secure Congressional approval for such expansions, a willing buyer/willing seller 
program was included in initial drafts of a federal bill entitled Wild Olympics Wilderness & Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (2012), known as Wild Olympics, (OP-N11 2010; OP-I13 2014) (see Chapter 
Five). There were several different drafts of the bill circulating the community, but among other 
initiatives, the bill provided the NPS with the authority to secure between approximately 8100-
15,000 additional hectares from private landholders, or state or federal government departments 
(Headwaters Economics 2012; OP-S21 2010; OP-T09 2011). 
 
                                               
24 Treas. Reg. § 20.2031-1 (b) "The fair market value is the price at which the property would 
change hands between a willing buyer and a willing seller, neither being under any compulsion to 
buy or to sell and both having reasonable knowledge of relevant facts". 
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The willing buyer/willing seller clause was opposed by a number of businesses and local 
governments out of concern that it would erode the local tax base and investment by removing land 
from private holdings or public timber production25 (Headwaters Economics 2012; OP-I04 2014; 
OP-I09 2014; OP-I11 2014; OP-I14 2014; OP-S02 2015; OP-S13 2016). However, as the ONP 
holds World Heritage and UNESCO Biosphere status, increases in land under the jurisdiction of the 
Park were interpreted by some as a de facto increase in control over domestic USA territory by the 
United Nations (OP-N01 n.d.; OP-T08 2012; OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014). The anonymous blog 
“Wild Olympics Scam”, the author of which claims to be an Olympic Peninsula resident, frequently 
writes of their frustrations with the UN: 
Adding our federal lands to all UN labeled (sic) National Heritage or National 
Monument sites, plus the special UN Biosphere sites; (sic) (the Olympic National 
Park now being both), allows the UN to exert control on these properties. A 
partnership that sucks up our tax dollars annually (22%) to support the "good of all 
global nations" in the name of the environment (OP-N01 n.d.). 
 
Some members of the community were amazed that the Park would consider purchasing more land 
when they ‘already can’t take care of what they have’ (OP-N01 n.d.; OP-N02 2011; OP-I02 2014). 
Opposition to Park expansion played out primarily in the Wild Olympics campaign public meetings 
across the Peninsula, with opposition groups forming who were concerned about the role of the UN 
in Park expansion (OP-N07 2010; OP-N02 2011; OP-I11-2014; OP-T12 2014). An anonymous 
commenter on the website for opposition group Working Wild Olympics explained her belief of UN 
involvement to fellow commenters: 
This all has to do with the United Nations governance called Agenda 21, which was 
signed by Obama by executive order on July 19, 2010. This governance is also called 
International Council of Local Environmental Initiatives or ICLEI.org for so called 
(sic) "sustainable development" and has UN rules and regulations. The biggest thing 
about the UN's ICLEI and sustainable development is that the United Nations DOES 
NOT believe in private property ownership, and that all of the United States 
                                               
25 There is also some indication from participants and secondary sources that the clause was also 
opposed by some members of the local Native American tribes, who were concerned about how it 
would impact areas where they are currently allowed to hunt. This issue is not further explored in 
this thesis owing to a lack of participant data on the topic, but it is acknowledged as a possibly 
important aspect of the debate over the willing buyer/seller program and relationships to World 
Heritage.  
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resources belongs (sic) to the International Community and as such we will NO 
longer be able to own land or our own home. The United Nations wants to take over 
the resources of our country to benefit themselves, and a One World Government 
(OP-N02 2011).  
 
Figure 24 – Flyer protesting perceived UN involvement in domestic U.S issues. Opponents of the 
initiative were encouraged to circulate flyers (such as the one above) within their communities, 
protesting UN intrusion into the Peninsula, and a ‘headquarters’ of opposition to Wild Olympics 
was established at Amanda Park (OP-N01 n.d.; OP-T12 2014) (image source: OP-N01 n.d.). 
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The previous Park expansions through acquisition, as mentioned above, reinforced the belief by 
some that the willing buyer/willing seller program was part of an expansion of UN influence on the 
Peninsula (OP-N01 n.d; OP-N07 2010; OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014). Paul felt that “every story I’d 
ever heard about the [Olympic National] Park and their expansion and all was kind of coming true 
in front of me” (OP-I11-2014). Some Peninsula residents felt they had evidence that willing 
buyer/willing seller programs were not so much about ‘willing’ sellers, as much as long-term 
strategies to give people no other choice but to leave (OP-N01 n.d. OP-N09 2013; OP-I09-2014), a 
feeling that is reflected across the American West by residents near similar programs (OP-N13 
1999; OP-S16 2003; OP-S17 2011). UN sustainability and World Heritage recommendations, such 
as ‘buffer zones’ around sites, ‘wildlife corridors’ and similar projects that focus on bio-regional 
solutions around core protected areas, are the biggest source of anxiety (OP-N07 2010; OP-N09 
2013; OP-I02 2014). In the acquisition of new land for the ONP, Frank, a leader in the local forestry 
industry, felt that the Park Service was getting carried away with trying to implement additional 
‘buffers’ when they sought to have the willing buyer/willing seller program approved. “So then it 
becomes buffers on your buffers on your buffers”, in an ever-growing expansion of Park influence 
and control (OP-I09-2014). The concern is that as each willing seller sells their property to their 
protected areas, it erodes the critical mass of services that support the remaining community, 
creating more ‘willing’ sellers who have little choice but to leave (Sax 1980; Thompson 1994; OP-
N13 1999; OP-S16 2003). Over long periods of time, such programs can result in those who choose 
to remain, or have no choice but to remain, becoming encircled by government land and isolated 
from the employment opportunities, health and education services and other benefits that closed in 
the collapse of a town or community. Such property owners become what are known as ‘in-
holders’. From the blog Wild Olympics Scam: 
Since the creation of the Olympic National Park, the Federal Government (by way 
of ONP) has been removing private property through harassment, condemnation, 
boundary extensions, added buffer zones among many other agency rulings; to force 
in-holders to become "willing sellers" as a means for human removal (OP-N01 n.d.).  
 
While concerns such as the erosion of personal property rights and local community services are 
not directly related to the UN or World Heritage, the association of the UN with perceived land 
acquisition practices, coupled with the NPS’s apparent interest in acquiring more Peninsula land, 
served to undermine quite substantially the expansions proposed by Wild Olympics. As a result of 
the various controversies surrounding the willing buyer/willing seller provision, it was dropped 
from the Wild Olympics bill before it was even introduced to Congress (OP-S21 2010; OP-T08 
2012). In this instance at least, World Heritage was not a boon for achieving internal 
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territorialisation goals, but was instead a hindrance. As discussed in Chapter Four, the bill did still 
proceed to the House of Representatives with the proposals to designate wilderness areas within the 
National Forest and to designate Wild and Scenic Rivers, but without the proposal for Park 
expansion, indicating that domestic wilderness policy may be a more effective tool for internal 
territorialisation. By contrast, the Australian experience of asserting territorial control through 
wilderness relies heavily on the mechanism of World Heritage. In the next section, World Heritage 
status and wilderness policy in Tasmania are explored. 
 
6.4 – World Heritage and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) 
I think if wilderness was a recognised World Heritage value it would clear things 
up...I think it's an incredibly valuable one for the international community to think 
about because it is rare, it's unique in the world, and it is also, as demonstrated in the 
Tasmanian example, it's a really important tool to actually protect outstanding 
universal value. That has been the primary tool to protect values in the Tasmanian 
wilderness since it was inscribed (Derek, a wilderness activist, TAS-I08 2015). 
 
As discussed in Chapter Three, Tasmania, and Australia more broadly, have no ‘legal’ definition of 
wilderness. The definition of wilderness in the TWWHA is thus more fluid than of the wilderness 
areas in the USA. As discussed in Chapter Five, the Management Plan uses a zoning strategy to 
determine which areas have so-called ‘wilderness’ qualities, so that they can be managed in such a 
way as to maintain these qualities. While wilderness is not a criterion for Outstanding Universal 
Value, the concept of wilderness is inherent in the World Heritage value of the TWWHA and is 
recognised by the World Heritage Committee as critical to the integrity of the property. As will be 
demonstrated below, for many wilderness proponents in Australia, wilderness is not only defined by 
wilderness zones, it is defined by the boundaries of the TWWHA. As with all political boundaries, 
the boundaries of the TWWHA are fluid, and wilderness is created and eliminated with the stroke 
of a pen or the slam of a gavel.  
 
The stories of wilderness and World Heritage are linked intimately in Tasmania. The World 
Heritage designation of the TWWHA in 1982, and the subsequent additions to the TWWHA 
through boundary modifications, were highly contentious and political in nature. The original listing 
was the result of a state-level project to construct a dam on the Franklin River, the subsequent 
backlash from the environmental movement, the listing of the area as World Heritage, and finally 
the intervention of the Commonwealth Government to prevent the dam. The legislation and judicial 
decisions associated with the listing of the TWWHA, and the accompanying political maneuvers, 
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have been the subject of extensive legal and political analysis in Australia. The controversy has 
been conceptualised as “a classic development versus preservation battle” (Kellow 1989, p. 130), a 
struggle to clarify federal versus state rights (Byrnes 1985; Barnett 1995), and a restructuring of 
traditional Australian political classes, from labour versus capital to ‘green’ versus development 
(Hay 1994).  
 
This section argues that the World Heritage status of the TWWHA is a tool for the internal re-
territorialisation of natural resources, specifically wilderness, in Tasmania. As Peluso and 
Vandergeest (2001) reflected on how “governments the world over come to ‘own’ huge expanses of 
territory under the rubric of ‘national forest’ [or] ‘national parks’” (p. 761), this section reflects on 
how the Commonwealth Government of Australia came to “own” the TWWHA. Vandergeest and 
Peluso assert that a key concept underlying these rubrics is the discourse of “political forests”, or 
“lands states declare as forests” (p. 762). In Tasmania, the lands within the TWWHA operate under 
the discourse of ‘wilderness’, or land the Commonwealth Government has deemed wilderness.  
 
6.4.1 – World Heritage nomination and the Tasmanian Dam Case 
Since the Lake Pedder campaign and the eventual creation of the hydroelectric dam in 1972 (see 
Chapter One), wilderness had been a political issue in Tasmania. It was the Franklin Dam 
controversy, however, that intricately entwined wilderness and World Heritage in Australian 
politics. In the mid-1970s, there was growing interest in a possible dam on the lower Franklin River 
in central-west Tasmania. The idea was not new, having been scoped as early as 1916, but 
movement in the 1970s was motivated by projects of growing electricity needs and a desire to 
stimulate employment by attracting industry with cheaper electricity (Lowe 1984, p. 113). A formal 
proposal for the scheme was first presented in 1979 (Buckman 2008 p. 39). The newly-formed 
Tasmanian Wilderness Society (TWS) mounted a campaign against the proposal, citing the pristine 
nature of the wilderness of the Franklin River area (Thompson 1984, p. 92). Tasmanian public 
opinion on the dam was mixed: according to TWS, many wanted to save the Franklin (Buckman 
2008, pp. 46-47), but with labour unions fiercely supportive of damming the Franklin, the 
prevailing public opinion was not clear (Lowe 1984, pp. 114-115). In an attempt to satisfy all sides, 
the leader of the sitting Labor State Government, Premier Doug Lowe, agreed to a compromise 
proposal where the Franklin would be protected within a National Park and a dam would be built on 
the Olga River instead (Lowe 1984, p. 116-117; Kellow 1989, p. 136). 
 
The new proposal was not well received by the opposition Liberal Party or indeed by much of 
Lowe’s own Labor Party, many of whom were more supportive of the original Franklin dam 
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scheme (Buckman 2008, pp. 41-42; Kellow 1989, pp. 137-138). It also received a cool reception 
from the environmental movement, as the proposal still involved the creation of a dam, albeit on a 
different river (Thompson 1984, p. 115; Kellow 1989, p. 136). As Lowe’s power in his party 
waned, and with parliament gridlocked over the Franklin or Olga schemes, he sought for ways to 
legitimise his compromise solution (Buckman 2008, p. 45). In an attempt to break the gridlock, 
Lowe decided unilaterally to create the proposed national park protecting the Franklin River (Lowe 
1984, p. 144; Buckman 2008, p. 45). With Liberal Prime Minister Malcom Fraser’s support at a 
Commonwealth level, he signed the nomination for then-named Western Tasmania Wilderness 
National Parks (later to be renamed the TWWHA) for World Heritage listing (Weller 1989, p. 306; 
Buckman 2008, p. 45).  
 
Lowe claims the creation of the national park was part of his strategy to break the obstinacy of the 
Legislative Council and pressure them to accept his government’s Olga River solution (Lowe 1984, 
pp. 143-144), and Fraser claims he never intended for World Heritage status to be used to challenge 
states’ rights in a matter of land management (Fraser and Simons 1989; Eckersley 2011). However, 
the decision by Lowe and Fraser to nominate the Western Tasmania Wilderness National Parks for 
World Heritage marked the beginning of the path to create wilderness through World Heritage, as a 
tool for shifting access to natural resources and cementing Commonwealth re-territorialisation over 
the area. Fraser suggested the idea to Lowe in a 1980 letter (Weller 1989, pp. 305-306) and Fraser 
acknowledged in his memoirs that listing the site as World Heritage would mean that the 
Commonwealth Government had some role to play in preventing the dam (Fraser and Simons 
2010). Some Tasmanians do not necessarily believe Fraser’s and Lowe’s claims that they did not 
intend to shift control into the hands of the Commonwealth Government to prevent the dam. Staff 
members who were in Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) at that time recall: 
You need to understand the actual World Heritage nomination was put here under 
duress. It was not accepted by the State of Tasmania. It still gets debated today (TAS-
I02 2015). 
 
The State Premier knew perfectly well what he was doing when he nominated it for 
World Heritage. Because he knew that once it got World Heritage status, it would 
give the Commonwealth Government far more legal power to intervene than it had 
got previously. Which was basically none (TAS-I03 2015). 
 
Few other actions in the history of Australian environmental politics so strongly echo Vaccaro and 
Norman’s claim that “the establishment of a protected area is a political event designed to impact 
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biological variables” (2008, p. 362), as this intervention by Lowe and Fraser set in motion a 
precedent that would shape Australian environmental law. 
 
With rising support for the opposition party, Lowe was removed from leadership in late 1981 (Lowe 
1984, pp. 159-160). Despite the change in leadership, the Labor Party still failed to achieve a public 
mandate on the dam issue in a statewide referendum in December 1981 (Thompson 1984, p. 145). 
The Labor Party was then removed altogether in an election in May 1982, bringing the conservative 
pro-Franklin Dam Liberal Party of Robin Gray to office (Lowe 1984, p. 169). Under the Liberal party, 
the Franklin Dam project began to move forward again, despite the new National Park status and 
pending World Heritage nomination (Lowe 1984, p. 169; Buckman 2008, p. 47).  
 
Gray sought to revoke the World Heritage nomination, but was rebuked by Prime Minister Fraser, 
himself a Liberal (Weller 1989, p. 307). Nevertheless, Fraser also refused to intervene on behalf of 
environmental interests, arguing that it was a state-level land use issue and the Commonwealth did 
not have jurisdiction (Thompson 1984, p. 161; Weller 1989, p. 307). Tensions continued to rise 
through 1982, as roads to the dam site were built and protests broke out in major cities across Australia 
(Buckman 2008, pp. 47-48; 50-51). As the World Heritage Committee meeting drew closer and the 
Commonwealth Government remained resolutely behind the nomination, the Tasmanian Gray 
government elected to send their own representative to the World Heritage meeting to speak against 
the nomination (Lowe 1984, p. 173; Fraser and Simons 1989). On 14 December, 1982, the TWS 
commenced a blockade of the Franklin Dam site (The Wilderness Society 1983), the same day that 
the Western Tasmania Wilderness National Parks was listed as World Heritage, despite the efforts of 
the Tasmanian Liberals to block it (Lowe 1984, p. 173; Buckman 2008, p. 52). The World Heritage 
Committee stated their concern about the dam project in its report following the meeting. 
The Committee is seriously concerned at the likely effect of dam construction in the 
area on those natural and cultural characteristics which make the property of 
outstanding universal value…The Committee therefore recommends that the 
Australian authorities take all possible measures to protect the integrity of the 
property. The Committee suggests that the Australian authorities should ask the 
Committee to place the property on the List of World Heritage in Danger until the 
question of dam construction is resolved (World Heritage Committee 1982, s. VIII).  
 
Despite the blockade and pressure from the Commonwealth Government, Gray’s Tasmanian 
Government held firm on the dam issue (Lowe 1984, p. 174). By this time, the Franklin dam 
controversy had expanded well outside Tasmanian politics, and with a Federal Government election 
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approaching in March 1983, it became an important campaign issue for the national Labor Party 
under leader Bob Hawke (Lowe 1984, pp. 174-175; Fraser and Simons 1989,). The Labor Party 
vowed that if they were elected, the Commonwealth Government would find a way to put a stop to 
the dam (Lowe 1984, p. 174; Buckman 2008, pp. 56-57). One veteran of the PWS during those 
years recalled some of the tensions between the State and Commonwealth Governments: 
There was actually one case of the [Commonwealth] Government using an 
Australian Air Force photographic reconnaissance aircraft to see how dam 
construction was progressing because the state government wouldn’t tell them. 
Which is pretty ludicrous (TAS-I03 2015). 
Over 20,000 people attended an anti-dam rally in Hobart in the weeks before the election (The 
Wilderness Society 1983). With the powerful national momentum on the dam issue, Labor won the 
national election a wide margin in the 1983 election, setting Hawke in the Prime Minister’s seat 
(Lowe 1984, p. 175).  
 
The listing of the Franklin Dam site as World Heritage opened a new door in Australian territorial 
policy. The Commonwealth Government has limited jurisdiction under the Australian constitution 
to regulate the use and management of State land, and so must use more indirect tools to assert 
territorial claims over such areas. While National Parks within Tasmania were firmly within the 
jurisdiction of the state government, World Heritage areas were a grey area (Byrnes 1985, p. 293). 
The TWWHA was on state land, not Commonwealth, but the Commonwealth Government now had 
a vested interest in the property through its obligations to UNESCO through the World Heritage 
Convention. Hawke had made a campaign promise to prevent the Franklin Dam, but it was not clear 
that there was a legislative instrument at his disposal to carry that out.  
 
Hawke’s solution was to propose federal legislation entitled the World Heritage Properties 
Conservation Act 1983 (Cwth), which, among other claims to authority over natural resource use 
within World Heritage properties, prevented the building of dams within their boundaries. Hawke 
moved quickly after his election to pass the legislation, but the Tasmanian Government refused to 
halt the dam and claimed the Commonwealth Government had no jurisdiction over the dam issue. 
The Commonwealth Government then filed in the High Court of Australia to confirm the law was 
valid, in a landmark case that would come to be known simply as the ‘Tasmanian Dam Case’. There 
were two key issues in the case that related to territorial matters. Firstly, whether Commonwealth 
ratification of the World Heritage Convention, in its authority to manage the external affairs of the 
country, superseded Tasmania’s constitutional authority over land within its borders, the so called 
‘External Affairs’ power. Secondly, the ‘on just terms’ issue, or whether the Commonwealth 
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Government had appropriated Tasmanian property justly. In essence, in the absence of a 
constitutional right to intervene in a state matter of natural resource access, could the 
Commonwealth Government enter into an international agreement in order to attain those rights? 
Not all portions of the World Heritage Properties Conservation Act were upheld, but the High Court 
was split 4-3 in favour of upholding the portion of the legislation that addressed external affairs 
powers and prevented the building of the dam (Byrnes 1985, p. 294; Buckman 2008, p. 58). 
Australia has continued to struggle with the issue of external affairs powers, but this was the end of 
the line for the Franklin Dam proposal. While the World Heritage Properties Conservation Act was 
replaced in 1999 by the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (EPBC Act), 
the Tasmanian Dam case still underpins the Commonwealth Government’s authority over World 
Heritage sites (Environmental Law Australia n.d.). 
 
In some ways, Tasmania is still searching for clarity since the Tasmanian Dam Case, unsure of the 
role of the Commonwealth Government and UNESCO in the management of their National Parks. 
World Heritage status is a source of pride for many Tasmanians and contributes immensely to the 
economy of the island. However, it is also a source of consternation as the state government, 
tourism, forestry and mining sectors, and adjacent landholders struggle to understand the meaning 
of World Heritage for their land. For rural landowners and communities on the northwest coast, 
World Heritage tends to be represented as a reason for economic and social problems (see, for 
example, sections 6.4.2 and 6.4.3). Derek is a wilderness activist in Tasmania and works for an 
ENGO: 
The World Heritage area, some people in regional Tasmania have a negative 
connotation of the wilderness World Heritage Area. It locks up land, it imposes 
additional conditions on neighbouring landowners etc. In many ways, that's the 
narrative that the conservative side of politics want to promulgate because it's a great 
wedge and it's a great divisive issue (TAS-I08-2015). 
 
Andy is a retiree from the PWS: 
Some of the local politicians, from time to time, find it very convenient to blame the 
fact that we’re not allowed to develop the World Heritage Area on this bunch of 
communists in Geneva who are telling us what to do, or words to that effect anyway. 
Yeah, so there’s that huge history of antagonism towards outside interference that 
has got a quite real historic and legal basis to it (TAS-I03 – 2015). 
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For politicians on the ‘green’ side, World Heritage can easily be used within and outside Tasmania 
as a rallying cry to protect the precious resource of wilderness. Derek, the wilderness activist: 
The argument that normally rolls out in Tassie is that mainlanders come in. 
Governments are trying to win votes in inner Melbourne and Sydney by creating new 
national parks in Tasmania. We're the environmental conscience of Australia (TAS-
I08 2015). 
 
The original listing of the TWWHA in 1982 was not the end of the story of shifting internal 
territorial control. Subsequent additions were made to the TWWHA in 1989 (discussed in Chapter 
Four), 2010, 2012 and 2013 (discussed in more detail below). Each one of these boundary 
modifications has involved complex political negotiations over access to natural resources that have 
ultimately resulted in changing usage rights for some groups of land users. The next section outlines 
one of the most recent cases of minor boundary modifications and how wilderness was ‘created’ 
through extension of the TWWHA boundary.  
 
6.4.2 – The 2013 minor boundary modifications and 2014 request to delist 
Its politics, mate. It’s just UN politics. The World Heritage Committee know that 
they were played in 2013. It’s so obvious (TAS-I09 2015). 
 
The political ebb and flow of the TWWHA boundaries exemplifies the concept of ‘political’ 
wilderness. The listing of the TWWHA as World Heritage in 1982, and the subsequent boundary 
modifications in 1989, 2010 and 2012 went a long way toward normalising the use of World 
Heritage by the Commonwealth to arbitrate political wilderness boundaries in Australia. By 2013, 
the use of the international agreement to mediate domestic protected areas issues in Tasmania was 
well established.  In 2013 and 2014, the TWWHA boundaries were the subject of an intense 
political battle among the Commonwealth and Tasmanian Governments, environmental ENGOs, 
labour unions and forest industry lobbyists. In the middle was the World Heritage Committee and 
its Advisory Body, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). While no doubt the 
World Heritage Committee and IUCN had their own agendas, it is argued below that they were also 
used as a passive device by a variety of Australian actors to achieve domestic territorial goals. 
 
While the original listing of the TWWHA involved a controversy over the building of a dam, timber 
production was the main topic in the 2013 boundary extension debate. As discussed in Chapter 
Four, environmental groups such as The Wilderness Society, timber special interest groups and 
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labour unions reached a historic peace agreement in 2012, called the Tasmanian Forests Agreement 
(TFA), following a series of intense negotiations over two years. A critical part of the TFA was the 
agreement to add an additional 124,000 hectares of land to the TWWHA, while also conceding 
other areas to permanent timber production. The TFA sought to balance both the need for a steady 
timber supply and the need for conservation of native forests. As discussed in Chapter Five, the 
areas selected for inclusion in the TWWHA were negotiated between the signatories of the TFA 
and supported by the Commonwealth, subject to independent advice regarding the conservation 
value of protected area boundaries proposed by the ENGOs.  
 
The results of the verification process would underpin much of the controversy over the TWWHA 
boundaries that followed. The Independent Verification Group (IVG) report was issued in March 
2012. The report on conservation values concluded that while land outside the proposed new 
extensions had been heavily logged, within the proposed extension was mostly intact forest with a 
high level of integrity and hence worthy of World Heritage status (TAS-S21 2012). The heritage 
value report (TAS-S22 2012) also stated that the heritage significance of the TWWHA is primarily 
based on its ‘conservation value’ (p. 5), but it also notes that wilderness “is in many ways the key 
heritage value of the TWWHA” (p. 80). In part on the advice of the IVG, a proposal to list 
approximately 170,000 hectares for World Heritage was submitted by the Commonwealth 
Government and confirmed by the World Heritage Committee at their June 2013 session.  
 
The TFA and the TWWHA extension were bitterly opposed by both the Tasmanian and federal 
Liberal parties, and caught many Tasmanians by surprise. The extension included some 
uncontroversial additions into the TWWHA, such as Mt Field National Park, but also included 
several areas that had previously been allocated for permanent timber production. Some believed 
that the IVG process had been ‘manipulated’ by environmental interests from within. The 2013 
extension was also criticised by some Tasmanians for lack of public consultation on the new World 
Heritage boundaries (TAS-S23 2013; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I05 2015; TAS-I09 2015). Gary is an 
employee in the Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
(DPIPWE): 
The [TFA] was what drove the nomination. So it came out of that political process. 
That’s what drove it along. It wasn’t something that had a sort of more broad sort of 
discussion, dialogue amongst the community, and particularly amongst people that 
were now going to be living next door to the World Heritage Area (TAS-I04 2015). 
 
Gavin is another employee in DPIPWE:  
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At the end of the day, what you’ve got is a line on a map. The boundary. I’m quite 
convinced that those lines on the maps were not discussed with the local 
communities. In any shape or form, this was a closed-door discussion. (TAS-I05 
2015). 
In particular, the 2013 extensions had significant impact on the ability of the specialty timbers 
industry to access the timbers needed for traditional boat-building and craftsmanship (see Chapter 
Five). The Liberal party claimed that the 2013 extension “was put in place against the will of the 
Tasmanian people” (TAS-S24 2013, p. 18). Mark is a special timbers worker and advocate: 
When we had the hung parliament again in 2010, there was a deal done at a federal 
level to extend the World Heritage area to fulfil the dream, I guess, of where a few 
very powerful environmentalists believe that the boundary should be.  It had nothing 
to do with “is it worthy”; it’s like “this is just what we think it should be” (TAS-I09 
– 2016). 
 
The September 2013 Australian national elections signaled a change for Tasmanian wilderness. The 
Liberal/National coalition parties won the election, with Liberal Tony Abbott as Prime Minister. As 
Opposition Leader under the previous government, Abbott had voiced his disapproval of the 
TWWHA extension and vowed he would seek to have 74,000 hectares of it removed and opened to 
logging. Before Abbott was even sworn in as Prime Minister, his Forestry Minister Richard 
Colbeck claimed to already have written to UNESCO about delisting the area (Smith 2013). So 
normalised now was the Commonwealth Government’s jurisdiction over the TWWHA that this 
request to UNESCO proceeded without the support of the sitting Labor-Green coalition in the 
Tasmanian Government (TAS-T15 2013).  
 
The official request for a minor boundary modification to delist 74,000 hectares was submitted to 
UNESCO in January 2014 for consideration at their June meeting (see Figure 25 for proposed 
boundary changes). The Abbott government argued for delisting on the premise that some of the 
areas included in the 2013 extension were actually timber plantation land and had previously been 
heavily logged (e.g. see Figure 26a & b). It was argued that these lands actually detracted from the 
Outstanding Universal Value and integrity of the property and should never have been listed as 
World Heritage (TAS-S19 2013; TAS-S20 2014). Essentially, it was asserted that they were not, in 
fact, ‘wilderness’ at all, despite being inside the wilderness boundaries. The submission dossier to 
UNESCO questioned the work of the IVG on which the World Heritage nomination was based, 
claiming that the process had been rushed and “the assessment work that included such areas in the 
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property did not sufficiently take [previously logged forests and plantations] into account” (TAS-
S20 2014, p. 5).   
 
State elections in March 2014 saw the return to power of the Liberal Party in Tasmania after 16 
years. The Tasmanian Liberal Party had campaigned on promises to open up the TWWHA to 
tourism, revoke the TFA and get people back to work in the forest (TAS-T09 2014; TAS-S17 
2015). The new State Government moved quickly on legislation to revoke the TFA and remove the 
state-level reserve status on areas previously reserved under the TFA. The new legislation, called 
the Forest Act (RFI) (see Chapters Four and Five), stopped short, however, of removing state-level 
reserve status from any area that currently carried World Heritage status. Essentially, any area 
reserved under the TFA that did not carry World Heritage status would automatically convert to 
‘future potential production forest land’. The issue of whether 74,000 hectares of those TFA lands 
would continue to hold World Heritage status, however, was in the hands of the Federal 
Government. 
 
In February 2014, at the request of the Green Party, the Australian Senate launched an Inquiry into 
the delisting proposal. The Inquiry’s report, issued in May 2014, condemned the Government’s 
proposal to delist part of the extension, defended the independent review process and claimed that 
only a very small part of the extension had ever been disturbed by logging (Parliament of Australia 
2014). The listing of the areas previously disturbed by logging proved an important element in the 
creation and maintenance of political wilderness through World Heritage. The report noted that the 
World Heritage Committee was aware of these degraded areas when it chose to approve the 2013 
extension and saw fit to list them anyway, as well as indicating that the degraded areas were only a 
very small percentage of the extension area. The Wilderness Society/Australian Conservation 
Foundation submission to the Inquiry claimed that while there were some small areas of the 
extension that were degraded, they could be restored to wilderness character (TAS-S26 2014). The 
Senate Inquiry also noted that the Tasmanian Conservation Trust “suggested that any areas of 
plantation that are within the extension 'can be removed and rehabilitated'” and that the 
Commonwealth Department of the Environment was already funding projects to restore “former 
plantations” (Parliament of Australia 2014, p. 17). 
135 
 
        
Figure 25 – Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Proposed Boundary relative to 2013 
Modification (image source: TAS-S20 2014). 
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Figure 26a – Butler’s Gorge, Tasmania, from Senator Colbeck. Senator Richard Colbeck released 
photos that he claimed demonstrated logged areas within the 2013 TWWHA extension, February 
2014 (image source: TAS-S18 2014). 
  
Figure 26b – Butler’s Gorge, Tasmania, from The Wilderness Society. The Wilderness Society 
released photos of areas they claimed were taken inside areas of the 2013 the Liberal government 
was seeking to log, February 2014 (TAS-T03 2014) (image source: Rob Blakers, via TAS-S32 
2014). 
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In essence, the creation of these political wilderness areas by the World Heritage Committee was an 
essential step toward their physical creation and the government’s argument that degraded areas 
lowered the value of the property was made irrelevant. The observation reflects the IUCN’s 
changing perspective on wilderness as well, with the publication in 2016 of their first management 
guidelines for wilderness protected areas. The guidelines note “Many wilderness laws and policies 
at national or subnational levels recognise that there are areas worth protecting under protected area 
category 1b, which may not fully meet a wilderness standard immediately, but have good potential 
to achieve wilderness qualities in the future” (Casson et al. 2016, p. 2). The shifting goalposts for 
creating and defining wilderness is discussed further in Chapter Seven.  
 
Submissions to the Inquiry also noted the importance of the 2013 extension for improving the 
‘boundary integrity’ of the property. Integrity of a World Heritage property is a critical element for 
its listing and maintenance, and ‘boundary integrity’ referred to in these submissions pointed out the 
need for more contiguous borders on the TWWHA. While the current Government was claiming 
the extensions detracted from integrity (because the extensions were themselves of poor wilderness 
quality), supporters of the extension believed it enhanced the property’s integrity by providing 
buffer zones to more precious areas. The Tasmanian National Parks Association noted: 
Boundary integrity is a practical consideration for drawing boundaries…The 
boundary of the World Heritage area, ever since it was first proclaimed, has always 
been something of a political compromise rather than being based on sound 
ecological parameters. The 2013 extensions may not have been perfect but they were 
a major step towards giving us a more ecologically sound boundary (TAS-S25 
2014). 
 
In other words, if the areas listed in the 2013 extension were not of wilderness quality then, it did 
not matter, as they enhanced the wilderness quality of other areas now buffered by the extension. 
For those who called for the ‘integrity’ of the boundaries to be affirmed via the World Heritage 
system, the extension of the boundary was able to create ‘better’ wilderness within the TWWHA 
with a shift in functional territory, rather than a need for the areas to meet qualitative definitions of 
a wilderness ‘feel’. Such arguments about boundary integrity advance the elimination of qualitative 
descriptions of wilderness based on one’s experiences with ‘nature’ or personal judgement, and 
expand the authority of the state mechanism to determine the existence (or lack thereof) of 
wilderness. 
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As might have been predicted, the government rejected the findings of the Inquiry and pressed on 
with the proposal to delist the 74,000 hectares. As Advisory Body to the World Heritage 
Committee, the IUCN prepared their review of the proposed delisting in May 2014 ahead of the 
June meeting. The IUCN report recommended that the proposed areas not be delisted, and noted 
that the Australian government’s proposal was very short and lacking in detailed analysis to support 
its claims that the areas were severely degraded. The IUCN concluded that removal of the recent 
additions to the TWWHA would result in a reduction of its Outstanding Universal Value (IUCN 
2014). Notably, however, the IUCN report relied heavily on the results of the IVG process that 
came out of the TFA, leaving it open to the same criticisms that had dogged the IVG, namely a lack 
of community consultation and influence of the environmental movement with the academics who 
had conducted the IVG reports. Following the IUCN report, though, the Committee issued a draft 
decision ahead of the June meeting, rejecting the Australian government’s request to delist a portion 
of the property, and the decision was ultimately upheld (World Heritage Committee 2014).  
 
Demonstrating the power of World Heritage to mediate wilderness territory in Australia, both the 
Commonwealth and Tasmanian Governments pledged to honour the ruling of the World Heritage 
Committee. If the area would not be delisted, the area would not be logged. Tasmanian Premier 
Will Hodgman said “it’s disappointing and it does contradict the decision by Tasmanians at two 
elections in recent times. We will accept it” (TAS-T21 2014). Hodgman, Tasmanian Resources 
Minister Paul Harriss, and Commonwealth Environment Minister Greg Hunt, all said they would 
accept the “umpire’s decision” (TAS-T19 2014; TAS-T20 2014), explicitly acknowledging the role 
of World Heritage in arbitrating the domestic dispute.  
 
It is no secret that the TFA, IVG process, 2013 extension and 2014 request for excision were part of 
a complex series of political maneuvers by political parties, special interest groups and even 
possibly the expert academics (TAS-T22 2016). Each of these parties and their constituents used the 
tools available to them to navigate a path toward control over the natural resources they wanted. 
Mark, a special timbers worker, said in correspondence: 
It has certainly given me a good insight into the grubby world of enviro politics on 
both a national and international scale. I have absolutely no faith in the World 
Heritage process nor the work of the Advisory Bodies but the upside is that next 
time they try and lock up some more of Tassie I will be armed and dangerous! (TAS-
C03 2016).  
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Andy, a previous staff member at the PWS, believed that the Abbott government knew all along 
that they would not succeed in delisting part of the extension (TAS-I03 2015). Andy believes it was 
just part of a political game to satisfy Coalition voters, demonstrated by the handling of the matter 
by a Tasmanian Senator (Richard Colbeck): 
If you go back to that attempt to delist the part of the World Heritage Area, I think 
that was just a token effort to keep some of the local rednecks happy. I looked at the 
actual delisting application and I could have written something more convincing in 
half an hour than the thing that they sent to UNESCO. Also, I think this is very 
telling: it was handled by a local northwest Tasmanian senator. It wasn’t handled by 
the federal Environment Minister. So I think they knew perfectly well that it was a 
lost cause; they were just going through the motions so they didn’t lose face with the 
Tasmanian constituency (TAS-I03 2015). 
 
Others share his opinion (TAS-I02 2015; TAS-I09 2015; TAS-T23 2015). One World Heritage 
delegate, at the meeting to consider the proposal, said “The justifications presented [for] the 
reduction are, to say the least, feeble” (TAS-T24 2014). Documents later obtained by ENGOs 
through Freedom of Information requests show how the Abbott government pushed forward with 
the request to delist only on the justification that it was an election promise, and against the 
judgement of some ministers (TAS-T23 2015). Poignantly, these same documents note that while 
the Government “committed to suspending any further forest lock-ups within its first week”, “The 
making of reserve orders over forest land is, however, a state government responsibility; the 
Commonwealth has no legislative capacity to influence land use decisions in the states” (TAS-S27 
2013, p. 2). Paradoxically, the Abbott government’s actions to request the delisting had the effect of 
reinforcing the authority of the World Heritage Committee over Australian wilderness. The 
government brought the issue before the World Heritage Committee and agreed to abide by its 
decision, and when the Committee made its ruling and the Coalition conceded, the World Heritage 
Committee’s role as arbiter in Tasmania was reconfirmed.  
 
The 2014 request to delist part of the TWWHA was over, but disputes over access to the TWWHA 
continued, and the World Heritage Committee was once again caught up in Australian politics in 
2015, with the launch of the revised TWWHA Management Plan. 
 
6.4.3 – The TWWHA Management Plan and the 2015 World Heritage Reactive Monitoring Mission 
In 2013, the Tasmanian Government commenced a project to revise the TWWHA Management 
Plan (TAS-S15 2017). As discussed in Chapter Five, the previous management plan, developed in 
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1999, was considered by some to be too large, cumbersome and limiting for commercial and tourist 
interests (TAS-I03 2015; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I07 2015) and did not provide management guidance 
for boundary modifications that occurred after 1999 (TAS-S12 2016). The Tasmanian Liberal Party 
government wanted to revise the Management Plan to provide more opportunity for ‘appropriate’ 
economic development in and around the TWWHA (TAS-T09 2014; TAS-S17 2015). While there 
was considerable controversy about the types of tourism development that would be allowed in the 
TWWHA (discussed in Chapters Five and Seven), the intersection of the Management Plan review 
process and the World Heritage Committee was primarily around the possibility and potential 
impact of resource extraction, such as logging and mining, that could be allowed under the Liberal 
Party’s plans for the TWWHA. 
 
The new Management Plan needed to balance a number of complex issues of land access and 
ownership. From the perspective of the Tasmanian Government, individual parts of the TWWHA 
were managed under a number of different legislated natural resource use categories, such as 
national parks (where logging is forbidden) and reserves (where logging may be permitted). From 
the Commonwealth perspective, however, regardless of the Tasmanian legislative status of 
individual areas within the TWWHA, the TWWHA was a contiguous piece of World Heritage 
(TAS-I02 2015; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I05 2015; TAS-I09 2015). Gary is an employee of DPIPWE: 
One of the issues we’re dealing with is that, at a state level, there’s a whole lot of 
different tenures and not all of them are reserved land. So the legislation that we’re 
using to develop the management plan only applies to reserves. So we can’t apply it 
to all of the World Heritage Area...whereas the Commonwealth have responsibility 
for the whole area; to see [to] the management of it (TAS-I04 2015). 
 
The World Heritage status, and overarching Management Plan, provide a perception of the 
TWWHA as a single entity, a cohesive stretch of wilderness under the control and protection of the 
Commonwealth Government. The lived experience of these forests, however, is much more 
complicated, as government entities and special interests vie over access to them through the new 
Management Plan and each zone (as described in Chapter Five) is managed differently. 
 
From the Tasmanian Liberals’ perspective, while the TWWHA had an overarching World Heritage 
designation, the individual components could be managed differently depending on their underlying 
legislated category, provided that management did not undermine the Outstanding Universal Values 
(TAS-I01 2015; TAS-I02 2015; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I05 2015; TAS-I09 2015). Furthermore, if the 
underlying legislation did not rule out extractive resource use, it was interpreted that the 
141 
 
Management Plan had to allow it as well (TAS-I04 2015; TAS I09 2015). The question once again 
was how to balance state-level legislation with conflicting federal legislation that protected World 
Heritage sites, the EPBC Act (the act that gives the Commonwealth Government authority to 
intervene in World Heritage sites).  
 
The World Heritage values, and associated IUCN protected area categories, did play an important 
role in determining what is allowed under the management plan, as required by the EPBC Act 
(TAS-I01 2015; TAS-I02 2015; TAS-I04 2015; TAS-I05 2015).  Dean is an employee from 
Tasmania Parks and Wildlife: 
We can’t trash it and we can’t destroy it and we can’t decrease its values. It’s a 
balancing act. Because UNESCO’s always measuring World Heritage Area 
properties to make sure they are retaining the criteria. For Tasmania, that’s a big ask. 
Seven criteria out of ten...So for us to always be meeting those criteria; we’ve got 
pretty big obligations. I think our state government finds that really difficult (TAS-
I02 2015). 
 
So while the Tasmanian Government acknowledged the requirement to adhere to World Heritage 
values for the sake of the Commonwealth Government’s obligations, pressure from the special 
timbers sector to provide access to the TWWHA loomed large. The draft management plan 
included the following statement: 
Within the TWWHA, Crown Land designated as FPPFL is not subject to the 
Management Plan. As unallocated Crown Land, this land is managed under 
the Crown Lands Act 1976 and in accordance with the Forestry (Rebuilding the 
Forest Industry) Act 2014, which provides management objectives for this class of 
land (TAS-S02 2014, p. 32). 
 
As discussed in Chapter Five, The Rebuilding the Forest Industry Act included provisions for the 
special timber sector to access areas previously closed to them under the TFA. In other words, the 
TWWHA was going to be opened to the potential for logging. 
 
When the draft revised TWWHA Management Plan was released for public comment, the 
conservation community reacted swiftly and negatively (TAS-I08 2015), while the Commonwealth 
Government stayed quiet. Nick McKim, the Tasmanian Green Party environment spokesman, called 
the Management Plan “the most comprehensive attack on wilderness in Tasmania since the Liberals 
tried to dam the Franklin River back in the 1980s” (TAS-T03 2015). Thousands of submissions to 
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the consultation process criticised the potential for logging within TWWHA boundaries (TAS-S03 
2016). McKim also noted that “[the] plan violates the World Heritage Convention to which 
Australia is a signatory, and is a despicable act of revenge” (TAS-T03 2015). The Abbott 
government, which had been vocal in 2014 about logging in the TWWHA, continued to stay quiet, 
saying only that that they were ‘committed to World Heritage’ (TAS-T27 2015). Gavin, an 
employee at DPIPWE, spoke frankly about frustrations with having to manage Commonwealth 
expectations with, and local priorities for, forest wilderness:  
[The Commonwealth] are all care, no responsibility. Saying ‘oh you guys, you need 
to manage the wilderness’. We’re like ‘well what’s that’? They’re like ‘oh no, you 
need to decide what it is’ (TAS-I05 2015). 
 
Dean, an employee in the Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service, saw the state government’s stance 
on allowing logging as primarily an ideological one, rather than a practical one. 
It’s half policy and principle and half realistic need. So the state government still has 
an attitude that we should be able to log it because we were always going to log it. 
But the World Heritage Area extension [is] a complication. So the state government 
wanted to allow selective logging. It was more on principle than need, to be 
honest...it’s only a small amount of timber. I think it was 10,000 cubic metres, which 
is not a lot of timber. But it was more the principle that the state government still 
wanted to push it. But also, UNESCO has a very strong principle too, of not allowing 
mining or logging in the World Heritage Area (TAS-I02 – 2015). 
 
The draft Management Plan came to the attention of the World Heritage Committee by way of 
Australia’s regular State of Conservation reporting on the TWWHA. The draft plan was 
subsequently reviewed by the World Heritage Centre and Advisory Bodies ahead of the June 2015 
World Heritage Committee meeting in Bonn (TAS-S27 2015). In their report to the Committee, the 
Advisory Bodies noted alarm that the draft plan appeared to be permit logging in some areas of the 
TWWHA, and that this might impact the outstanding universal values of the property. The report 
also urged the Committee to pressure the Australian government to prevent such activity from 
taking place. Showing that the environmental special interests groups had learned how to play the 
wilderness territory game in Australia, representatives from The Wilderness Society sent a 
delegation to the meeting to speak against the Tasmanian Government’s plan, as well as to “make a 
case to extend it” (TAS-T26 2015).  
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Figure 27 – Cartoon depicting Tasmanian Minister for Resources Paul Harriss and Tasmanian 
Minister for Environment, Parks and Heritage Matthew Groom, published in the Tasmanian Times  
(image source: Karl Stevens via TAS-N18 2015). 
 
The Bonn meeting had a perhaps predictable outcome, in light of other recent Committee decisions 
about the TWWHA. The Committee made a strong recommendation for logging to be banned in the 
property and requested that the Australian government welcome a reactive monitoring mission of 
IUCN/ICOMOS representatives to Tasmania, “to review and provide advice for the revision of the 
management plan” (TAS-S27 2015, p. 55). They also requested updated reports on various 
management matters for the site. Andy, a former employee at PWS, expressed a little surprise at the 
‘tough’ language the World Heritage Committee was willing to use with Australia:   
I’m very interested to see what happens, whether [the government will] actually think 
of putting another draft out for public consultation. I bet they don’t, but they’ve got 
to prepare one for the World Heritage Committee! (TAS-I03 2015).  
 
Others also took note of the growing scrutiny from the World Heritage Committee and the impact 
that had in determining domestic policy directions. Dean is an employee at PWS: 
It’s fair to say the [national] community are not happy with [the draft Management 
Plan]. I mean, the recent meeting in Bonn in Germany has been a strong influence 
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on the Australian Government to influence the Tasmanian Government to change it. 
(TAS-I02 2015). 
 
Vica Bayley, spokesperson for the Wilderness Society, as quoted in the local press: 
“’This decision is a damning rejection of the Hodgman Government’s proposed 
management approach and signals it must completely rewrite the management plan 
for the World Heritage Area and get on with honouring the request to complete a 
cultural heritage study,’ said Vica Bayley, spokesperson for the Wilderness Society. 
‘The draft management plan, with logging, mining and inappropriate tourism 
development would clearly expose federal Environment Minister Greg Hunt as 
failing to uphold Australia’s obligations to the World Heritage Convention’” (TAS-
N18 2015). 
 
The argument that the Federal Government ‘fails to uphold its obligations to the World Heritage 
Convention’ has become a common rallying cry of the environmental movement in Australia (e.g. 
TAS-N18 2015; TAS-T03 2015; TAS-T25 2015; TAS-T26 2015; TAS-S05 2016). Its repetitive use 
demonstrates a recognition of its value in securing territorial control. Derek, an activist working in a 
prominent Tasmanian conservation society, is quite open about this fact: 
To get a place listed we've effectively had to use World Heritage as a tool to beat 
our governments into protecting and respecting and we're still having to do it. For 
us, it's a really important backstop, more than anything (TAS-I08 2015). 
 
Armed with this tool, environmental special interest groups were in no mood to concede to the 
special timbers industry. As discussed in Chapter Five, wilderness advocates believed that any 
timber harvest was inconsistent with the Outstanding Universal Value. Environmental lobby groups 
compared special timber harvest within the TWWHA to the harvest of ivory (TAS-T01 2015).  
 
The reactive monitoring mission took place in November 2015. As they had in 2014 with the 
request to delist part of the TWWHA extension, the Hodgman government noted the importance of 
World Heritage as an “umpire” of the issue of logging the TWWHA, promising to abide by the 
recommendations of the monitoring mission (TAS-T28 2015). The monitoring mission process 
involved site visits and meetings with almost 100 stakeholder representatives. The mission issued 
its report in 2016 and it was unequivocal: no commercial logging of any kind would be permitted 
in the TWWHA (TAS-S30 2015). Some in the special timber sector expressed their continued 
frustration, arguing that access to special timbers shouldn’t be dictated by a non-representative 
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body such as the World Heritage Committee. Mark, a special timbers advocate, claimed there were 
errors of fact in the monitoring mission report (TAS-I09 2016). Such protests were to no avail. 
Hodgman’s office issued a statement accepting all the recommendations of the monitoring mission 
(TAS-S28 2016) and the Tasmanian Minister for Forestry said “it would be grossly irresponsible 
for any government to defy such a ruling” (TAS-T29 2016). With the Abbott government now 
gone from national politics, the topic of native timber came off the state agenda as well. The final 
Management Plan, issued at the end of 2016, included the following: 
The Tasmanian Government has a policy position of not allowing commercial 
logging, including harvesting of special species timbers, and mining within the 
TWWHA (TAS-S29 2016). 
 
After the report was issued and the Management Plan finalised in 2016, Mark, a special timbers 
worker in Tasmania, expressed helplessness about the situation for his sector and his inability to 
reach any resolutions with the Tasmanian and Commonwealth Governments, or the World Heritage 
Centre and IUCN (TAS-C03 2016; TAS-C04 2017). He believes that the World Heritage 
Committee was ‘played’ in Australian politics, but they do not care or do not know how to prevent 
it (TAS-I09 2016). As a trans-governmental organisation, the World Heritage system is not 
beholden to addressing the domestic concerns of the special timber sector, the tourism sector or 
even wilderness advocates in the same way as is the elected domestic government. Yet it does 
wield power in Tasmania and plays a role in mediating local access to resources. Similarly to the 
national narrative in the USA, the story in Tasmania is about shifting access to land and resources 
from local jurisdiction to larger government entities. In Tasmania, however, an intra-governmental 
body is used successfully as an instrument for asserting domestic territorialisation policies. 
 
6.5 – Conclusion 
The difficulty with national systems and World Heritage symbolism is that it’s 
hard to get local solutions for local people. It’s trying to create this global 
village of agreement and the world doesn’t work like that. Local people are 
interested in what’s in it for them and what’s in it for their family, for the 
solutions and future (TAS-I02 2015). 
 
Tasmania and the Olympic Peninsula have many similarities: as well-developed democracies, as 
timber communities, and as homes to large wilderness World Heritage sites. Their conflicts both 
bear the hallmarks of the re-territorialisation process by state and non-state actors, and both have 
actors who seek to enact wilderness ideas within their territories. The World Heritage system plays 
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a critical role for wilderness advocates in Tasmania as a principle tool for achieving wilderness 
territorialisation. Conversely, as explored below, on the Olympic Peninsula, the World Heritage 
status of the ONP actively undermines wilderness territory initiatives as World Heritage is 
associated with negative interpretations of the UN. Ultimately, however, while their relationships to 
World Heritage are very different, actors in each site are simply using the different tools at their 
disposal to achieve internal territorial objectives. 
 
With World Heritage such a valuable tool for federal territorialisation of lands under state 
jurisdiction in Tasmania, why has the same phenomenon not emerged on the Olympic Peninsula? 
This question is too complex to address in this thesis. It is likely, however, that the answer lies in 
part in the fact that the Federal Government of the USA has other, more powerful tools at its 
disposal for controlling vast areas of land in the Western USA. As discussed in Chapter Three, the 
Wilderness Act and National Park Organic Act provide the Federal Government with firm federal 
control over National Parks and federal wilderness areas. Furthermore, with approximately 46% of 
the land area in the 11 western-most states already within federal jurisdiction (Vincent et al. 2017), 
the Federal Government has many other more direct means of controlling access to natural 
resources than a World Heritage listing. Joe, who works for the US National Parks Service but is 
not affiliated with the ONP, sees the World Heritage system as virtuous, but not necessary from a 
legal perspective in the USA:  
In the USA, the Federal Government already has all the power it could possibly want 
in national parks and the vast majority [of land] – so World Heritage is sort of a nice 
additional, icing on the top of the cake, but doesn’t really lend that much more...as 
a general rule, our existing federal designations of National Park in particular, and 
wilderness, provide more than enough protection (OP-I08 2015). 
 
The majority of World Heritage sites in the USA are already under federal jurisdiction, resulting in 
few opportunities for state-federal conflict in the management of properties or the fulfilment of 
duties to the World Heritage Convention26. Only three out of 23 of the USA World Heritage sites 
are not under Federal Government jurisdiction (one is tribal, one is private, one is state 
jurisdiction). Furthermore, the USA National Historic Preservation Act “prohibits any non-Federal 
property from being so nominated [for World Heritage status] unless the owner of the property 
                                               
26 Conflicts between the Federal Government and other parties over World Heritage obligations are 
not completely without precedent. For example, see Yellowstone National Park and the Crown 
Butte Mine (Dykstra 1997; Gebert 1999; Hazen 2008). 
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concurs in writing to such nomination” (1980 amendment). While a scenario analogous to 
Tasmania’s has never been tested in the USA courts, the 1980 amendment seems likely to prevent a 
scenario where a state-level governor could request World Heritage listing against the will of the 
state legislature, and where World Heritage listing could subsequently be used to exact an external 
affairs power similar to that of the Hawke government in Australia. 
 
There is also an attitude difference about World Heritage between the USA and Australia, in the 
management of the sites and the perspective of the government that is difficult to ignore. Max, an 
academic involved in World Heritage governance in Tasmania, discusses why the Australian 
government went to the World Heritage Committee to request delisting before approving logging 
operations, and why the Australian and Tasmanian governments respected the Committee’s 
response: 
To state the bleeding obvious, America probably doesn’t see the need for a body like 
UNESCO. It sees itself as being the dominant player in the world, whereas Australia 
is only a small, bit player...[we] see ourselves as good global citizens, I think. We 
seem to say yes to everything...I think – some Australians would subscribe to the 
fact that if something is regarded as of significant value to the whole world, then we 
should look after it (TAS-I01 2015). 
 
In contrast, Judy, an employee of the NPS, does not see the World Heritage status as important 
when compared to the spirit and commitment of the NPS: 
I think that the Park Service attitude has always been that ‘we do what’s right’. We are 
the gold standard. Our laws – we protect these lands. We wear white hats – so the 
Wilderness Act was just superfluous and the World Heritage designation is superfluous 
(OP-I12-2015). 
 
The divergent relationships with UNESCO that the two countries have formed since the original 
ratification of the World Heritage Convention, and the broader narrative of global politics, no doubt 
play a significant role in domestic decisions in relation to World Heritage. 
 
Chapter Six sought to explain the role of World Heritage in the territorialisation of forest wilderness 
in Tasmania and the Olympic Peninsula. It explored how World Heritage wilderness is experienced 
politically in each of these areas and how World Heritage may be used to construct or refute 
political, as well as physical, wilderness. It concluded that World Heritage, though conceived as a 
non-political international entity, is used as a domestic political tool to arbitrate internal access to 
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natural resources. In Tasmania, it is a vital tool for the construction and maintenance of wilderness 
territory and serves as a boon to wilderness advocates in expanding wilderness and limiting access 
for other uses. The TWWHA’s World Heritage status and World Heritage values also influence its 
management regimes. In contrast, the ONP’s World Heritage status can be detrimental to the 
advancement of wilderness advocates’ re-territorialisation goals and it plays almost no role in the 
management of the Park. While the role of World Heritage in each site is very different, the 
underlying goals and tensions of human territoriality and human-nature relationships are the same 
in both sites. As will be demonstrated in Chapter Seven, wilderness, either through World Heritage 
or the US Wilderness Act, is a mechanism for mediating human-nature relationships within a given 
territory. The following chapter will also analyse how wilderness re-territorialisation, through the 
mechanisms explored in Chapters Five and Six, contributes to the construction of a ‘second nature’. 
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7. Constructing wilderness: tourism, conservation science and natural heritage 
Woods, WE 2018, Framing Wilderness as Heritage: A Study of Negotiating Heritage in 
Environmental Conflict, Heritage & Society, vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 147-170. DOI: 
10.1080/2159032X.2018.1491756 
 
Portions of this publication appear in this chapter in Section 7.4.1 – Political wilderness and rural 
heritage on the Olympic Peninsula. I am the sole author of this publication. 
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7. Constructing wilderness: tourism, conservation science and natural heritage 
 
“Those who claim to speak for nature, the landscape or even the folk simultaneously make a 
powerful claim to power that can be used to transcend human law and constitution” (Olwig & 
Mitchell 2007, p. 530). 
 
7.1 - Introduction 
Through understanding protected areas as a political practice, this thesis explores how wilderness is 
experienced politically in the two study sites. Chapters Four and Five analysed how wilderness can 
be understood as a reterritorialisation practice in the USA and Australia. They focused in particular 
on following wilderness territorialisation processes and the intersection of these processes with the 
World Heritage system. These chapters show how wilderness is more than just a conservation 
status, a physical condition, and a way to understand nature; in the USA and Australia it is also a 
political process for dictating access to resources internal to the nation-state.  
 
Chapter Seven goes beyond an explanation of process to explore the impact of such 
territorialisations on human/nature relationships. First, this chapter provides a discussion of 
wilderness tourism in Tasmania27, and argues that the creation, management and usage patterns of 
wilderness protected areas change not only physical access; they also play a role in changing and 
mediating how people understand their place in the natural world. Through this discussion, the 
chapter explains how wilderness protected areas construct a ‘second nature’. This second nature is 
rhetorical and iterative, changing people’s relationships to nature as it is created, and thus 
underpinning further wilderness territorialisation practices. Next, the chapter explores how 
conservation science contributes to the creation of new wilderness in Tasmania, and explains how 
the territorial practice of designating wilderness protected areas transforms forest into wilderness 
conceptually. Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of wilderness as a heritage narrative 
on the Olympic Peninsula, a heritage of how humans should relate to the natural world. The section 
demonstrates that heritage narratives play an important role in debates over wilderness in the 
region28.  
 
                                               
27 No parallel discussion of wilderness tourism in the Olympic Peninsula context takes place, as the 
wilderness tourism narratives did not emerge from the Olympic Peninsula data. 
28 No parallel discussion of the Tasmanian context takes place, as the concept of wilderness as a 
heritage narrative did not arise strongly from the Tasmanian data. 
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7.2 – From forest to wilderness: constructing the concept of wilderness through protected 
areas 
“There is a joke among employees of the USA Forest Service...that prior to 1964 only God could 
make wilderness but now only the USA Congress can” (Henburg 1994, p. 41). 
 
Vaccaro and Norman (2008) state “the establishment of a protected area is a political event 
designed to impact biological variables. The consequences of the transformations fostered by such a 
process reverberate across the entirety of the area’s social fabric” (p. 362). In their estimation, the 
social outcomes of protected areas are a by-product of measures to control biological variables. In 
the case of wilderness, changes to ‘social fabric’ are not merely an incidental by-product, but an 
intended element in the iterative process of creating and controlling access to natural resources. 
Escobar (2006) suggests understanding environmental conflict, in part, as an “incommensurability 
as arising from the contrasting cultural meanings assigned to nature by various human groups, and 
from the concomitant power strategies of social movements in defense of nature as both source of 
livelihood and cultural identity” (p. 10). Consistent with Escobar’s statement, it is the changes to the 
‘social fabric’ espoused by the wilderness philosophy that cause much of the controversy and 
opposition to wilderness protected. Changes to biological variables (e.g. cutting or not cutting a 
tree) are only a proximate cause for controversy; disharmony stems more deeply from the changes 
to social and cultural values that the biological variables symbolise. All participants interviewed 
agreed they wanted healthy, sustainable, and beautiful forests, but they differed on how to achieve 
this biological outcome.  
 
Territorialisation practices seek not only to control resources, but to “organise close control over 
people’s everyday activities” (Vandergeest and Peluso 1995, p. 390) in the given territory. 
Enforcement of the idea that modern society is inconsistent with nature is the most distinct 
characteristic of a wilderness protected area. Modern people may visit wilderness areas, but those 
people must not maintain a level of permanence in the territory. This characteristic is clear in both 
the US Wilderness Act and the IUCN definitions, with both including normative language such as 
“be free of inappropriate or excessive human use or presence” (IUCN n.d.) and “where man himself 
is a visitor who does not remain” (Wilderness Act, s. 2c). The IUCN wilderness management 
guidelines are very clear that wilderness does not exclude humans, only specific modern human 
uses (Casson et al., p. 4). While wilderness protected areas do not physically exclude human 
visitors, they dictate and reinforce conceptually that a modern human lifestyle makes humans 
separate from nature, through the encouragement of certain actions and the exclusion of others. 
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Ribot and Peluso’s (2003) ‘theory of access’ conceptualises access as “the ability to benefit from 
things – including material objects, persons, institutions, and symbols” (p. 153). The ways in which 
people benefit from wilderness are both physical and conceptual, relying on abstract social 
constructions as well as physical properties to appreciate the ‘wilderness’ nature of the space. Thus, 
access is more than physically entering the area, but also whether one can benefit from practices 
and concepts that reinforce humans as separate from, and dangerous to, nature. As will be explored 
in the wilderness tourism example in Tasmania, the ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ ways for visitors to interact 
with nature are predetermined through debates outside the physical space. Wilderness areas then 
serve as biophysical mediums for acting out the ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ ways to interact with nature. As 
public lands, the wilderness areas of both the Olympic Peninsula and Tasmania are physically 
available for everyone, in terms of their legal status. Conceptually, however, only those who relate 
to nature according to a specific prescription can derive benefit from it. 
 
Wilderness is constructed in part through experiencing nature in the ‘appropriate’ way, refraining 
from engaging in certain behaviours while cultivating specific values.  Many of the activities 
disallowed within wilderness areas do not impact the physical landscape, but the conceptual one. 
On the Olympic Peninsula, the Wilderness Act specifies that “there shall be no temporary road, no 
use of motor vehicles, motorised equipment or motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form of 
mechanical transport, and no structure or installation within any such area” (s. 4c). For example, a 
fallen tree across a walking trail is recommended for removal with a handsaw, rather than a 
chainsaw (OP-S29 2008, p. 81). “When an action has been determined necessary within 
wilderness, staff should consider the use of primitive hand tools or modes of transportation, such as 
crosscut saws and pack stock, to accomplish management objectives and preserve wilderness 
character” (OP-S29 2008, p. 81). Both a crosscut saw and a chainsaw have the same physical land 
management outcome (removal of the fallen log), however they each reinforce different concepts 
of human/nature relationships. The preservation of wilderness character is not achieved only by 
changing the physical properties of the fallen log; it is preserved by acting out certain values. 
Adam, a past employee of the NPS, promotes a mindset of conscious intent to implement 
wilderness as a territorial strategy, to control ideologies around the ‘right’ way to access 
wilderness: 
The literally daily prayer of the administrator really should be the Wilderness Act of 
1964. Saying “this is what we’re about; this is what we’re doing.” It’s important 
because it’s some of the last wilderness on the face of the planet. It’s some of the 
last wilderness on the face of the planet. That’s why it’s so important to think about, 
to reflect on, to meditate on, on a daily basis. Not as some sort of warm, fuzzy 
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something; but as a recognition that this is the purpose for which we are placed in 
that place, doing those things in the way that we’re doing them. From whether we’re 
going to use a crosscut saw or a chainsaw to – from letting something just go on a 
trail, for example, or intervening. These are very small – they seem very small and 
minor changes that we implement, but they’re important (OP-I06 2014). 
 
The building of ‘abstract space’ is important for the construction of wilderness. As discussed in 
Chapter Three, territorialisation processes rely on the construction of abstract space, or the 
assignment of uniform “spatial categories” to a given geographic area, each defined by measurable, 
non-abstract traits or units (Vandergeest and Peluso 1995, p. 388). These categories and traits are 
then applied in the territorialisation process to control activities within the different areas. The 
predominant trait defining wilderness is the absence of apparent interference from modern human 
lifestyles (see above). Each wilderness management question can be considered against this trait, to 
determine a management outcome consistent with the concept of wilderness. 
 
For example, the feeling of ‘solitude’ can be understood as a measurable trait of the wilderness 
experience which is used to manage wilderness quality, according to the USA Interagency strategy 
to monitor trends in wilderness character across the National Wilderness Preservation System (OP-
S18 2008, p. 7). Physically, solitude for the individual is achieved through visual and auditory 
isolation from other humans (OP-S18 2008, p. 28). However, physical solitude is not enough to 
construct conceptual wilderness. Wilderness is constructed by also knowing that there are no traits 
of ‘civilisation’ within a much further distance than the eyes can see and the ears can hear, such as 
“remoteness from occupied and modified areas outside the wilderness” (OP-S18 2008, p. 28). It is 
the concepts of wilderness, cultivated and practiced within the correct physical spaces that construct 
a second nature, as defined in Chapter Three. Since this remoteness from areas outside the 
wilderness is difficult to experience physically, proxies such as maps become important abstract 
tools for visitors to conceptualise their wilderness solitude. Maps allow the wilderness user to 
understand how far their solitude extends beyond their immediate senses. 
 
Similar to the Olympic Peninsula context, the TWWHA Management Plan states that the park 
Wilderness Zone “aims to...retain a challenging unmodified natural setting that suitably 
experienced, equipped and motivated people can visit for recreation in a remote, wilderness 
environment” (TAS-S29 2016, p. 64). The following section outlines specific examples from the 
Tasmanian case-study data that demonstrate how wilderness second nature is constructed through 
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adherence to certain wilderness practices, in addition to managing the physical traits of protected 
areas. 
 
7.2.1 – Tourism and wilderness in Tasmania  
The Tasmanian wilderness tourism industry reinforces wilderness territorialisation and the concept 
of modern humans as inherently separate to, and dangerous for, nature. As introduced in Chapter 
Four, wilderness tourism is growing in importance for the Tasmanian economy. Ecotourism, while 
often couched as “a celebration and appreciation of nature” (West and Carrier 2004, p. 484), also 
carries with it implicit values about nature and people’s place within it. Ecotourism reflects an 
understanding of humans and nature as separate entities, thus leading “to the creation of landscapes 
that conform to important Western idealizations of nature” (p. 485). Wilderness tourism in 
Tasmania is a contentious issue. Some claim it is the best path to achieve conservation goals and 
secure Tasmania’s economic future (TAS-N07 2015), while others see tourism as a slippery slope 
towards development and erosion of wilderness values (TAS-N08 2018; TAS-N16 2018).  
 
While Chapters Five and Six, and Section 7.4 of this Chapter focus mainly on divisions between 
‘environmentalist’ and ‘non-environmentalist’ perspectives, this section concentrates on debates 
within the ‘environmentalist’ category, or the proponents of the wilderness concept. Wilderness 
tourism in Tasmania draws fault lines among wilderness proponents and their competing beliefs 
about the ‘right’ way to experience wilderness, and the values represented by different activities 
undertaken while within wilderness boundaries; for example, whether or not to groom trails, sleep 
in luxury tents, access wilderness by helicopter, or post pictures of wilderness to social media. The 
physical activities allowed or encouraged within wilderness zones, such as walking on trails, has a 
relationship to people’s conceptualisations of their place in nature. People create wilderness 
meanings as they do certain things consistent with their notions of what one does in a wilderness 
area (Stedman 2003, p. 674). 
 
Turner (2002) outlines a distinction between two opposing ethics about the way wilderness should 
be experienced that are borne out in the debates in Tasmania. One is the ideal of ‘living off the 
land’, or woodcraft, and the other is ‘Leave No Trace’, (p. 462). Leave No Trace is an ethical 
principle about behaviour within wilderness, where people are considered ‘visitors’ to wilderness 
and every effort should be made not to disturb the land, and is promoted by the PWS for visitors to 
the TWWHA (e.g. the PWS website) (TAS-S47 2018). Leave No Trace allows those who perceive 
humans to be fundamentally incompatible with wilderness to visit it, without disavowing its 
intrinsic purpose as an ecological reservoir. Moreover, Leave No Trace as an ethic teaches the 
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moral superiority of an experience of nature that is ‘hands-off’, it “embraced an aesthetic 
appreciation of wilderness which denied [development of] a working knowledge of nature...and 
held out wilderness as an ideal to be visited, but above all else, not altered” (p. 476). The principle 
is in contrast to woodcraft or bushcraft: the art of living off the land by what one could find (fishing, 
building shelters, etc.). In the art of woodcraft, “the woodsman knew not only what tools and 
trinkets he could discard, he also could find the resolve to discard them” (p. 465). In the art of 
woodcraft, human disturbance does not invalidate wilderness, and wilderness is perhaps even made 
more ‘wild’ by a human striving to survive within it; in Leave No Trace, humans invalidate 
wilderness with any permanent sign of their presence. 
 
There are many examples in Tasmania of the tensions among different ways of experiencing 
wilderness, from the building of ‘luxury’ lodges and accommodation (TAS-N08 2018; TAS-N16 
2018); camping huts and the development of tracks (TAS-T08 2017); cable cars (TAS-N05 2016); 
or helicopter and boat access to remote areas (TAS-T07 2015; TAS-N09 2016). In Tasmania, the 
presence of ‘hardened’ hiking trails in wilderness areas has been a particular source of contention 
about how nature should be experienced while in the wilderness. ‘Hardening’ a trail means 
formalising the position of the trail, usually clearing brush, laying gravel or adding steps to prevent 
erosion. Hardening becomes necessary when the impact of unregulated visitors exceeds the 
landscape’s ability to regenerate, and it helps protect the surrounding ecosystem by keeping visitor 
impact contained to a relatively small footprint (Cahill et al. 2008, p. 233). In the absence of a 
hardened trail, visitors self-navigate the landscape, often following informal trails made by those 
who have passed before.  
 
Tasmania’s Three Capes Track, a 46 km trail along the southern coast, was developed into a 
hardened track in 2015. Prior to “one of the largest nature tourism projects in Australian history” 
(TAS-T06 2015), the track was informal and carved in various directions by self-guided walkers. 
The new track was developed as a “dry-boot” experience, free of the discomforts of mud, and 
accessible to all ranges of physical ability. When the track was opened, PWS announced there 
would be only one campsite on the track and that it would accommodate only six tents (TAS-T04 
2015). Instead of allowing camping, the PWS erected huts along the trail, a strategy aimed at 
containing and concentrating the impact of visitors to a few small areas (TAS-T04 2015). 
 
The idea of structures in the wilderness and carefully hardened tracks was not supported by many 
wilderness proponents. The Hobart Walking Club president said of the Three Capes Track, "this is 
certainly lessening the experience for people who want to walk on their own two feet. It's restricting 
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the choices really" (TAS-T04 2015). Others despised the commercial nature of the project, baulking 
at the price of walking the track and the private industry that profited from it (TAS-T12 2015; TAS-
N13 2018). Max, an academic involved in the management of the TWWHA, discusses perspectives 
on commercial activity within the TWWHA: 
The extreme view is that there should be no commercial activity inside – which is 
really an ideological view – inside the World Heritage Area and people have got to 
be self-reliant. The reality is that 99% of the population can’t be self-reliant because 
they don’t have the skills and do have some right at least to experience something 
that’s of world value (TAS-I01 2015). 
 
The construction of the huts along the trail received particularly bad press, as the Tasmanian 
Conservation Trust claimed they had destroyed “large areas of native vegetation...and have 
diminished the wilderness quality” of the area (TAS-N10 2015). Max, an academic involved in 
management decisions for the TWWHA: 
The bushwalking fraternity, which are fairly strongly represented in the dark green 
movement, would not want development [in the wilderness areas]; any sort of 
commercial development, some of them, in national parks at all. Full stop. So that’s 
one extreme. Yet those same people walk through the high alpine areas. It only takes 
one footprint in some of those club mosses – they’re there for 200 years. A plane 
flying over the top, which they would be totally opposed to, of course, is not causing 
any effect on the natural values of the area...this ideology is destroying the place – 
where people are taking these two polarised views and [everything] is black and 
white...It suits them, from a political perspective, to take the extreme view (TAS-I01 
– 2015). 
 
PWS, however, described an enhanced experience, rather than a restricted one, with their website 
stating “four days and three nights on a track so meticulously crafted you’re free to enjoy your 
experience rather than watching every step” (TAS-S08 n.d.). The Tourism Industry Council 
Tasmania stated that to claim “a one-metre-wide track and small huts are trashing the wilderness 
value of the National Park is baseless scaremongering” (TAS-T13 2015). Clearly many agree, as the 
track has seen more than 23,000 users since it opened in 2015 (Tasmania Parks and Wildlife 
Service 2018) and many promote the authentic wilderness experience of the track (e.g. TAS-N12 
2015; TAS-N11 2016; TAS-N13 2018). 
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Hardening trails and providing huts improves access to the trail system for a greater variety of 
tourists, such as those who do not have the mental or physical fitness to negotiate unhardened trails. 
However, as shown by the competing perspectives in Tasmania, it also impairs others’ ability to 
benefit from the wilderness. The debate highlights how relationships to nature are renegotiated 
through the implementation of wilderness territorialisations. The response to hardening trails and 
adding services shows how one group ‘loses’ access to the wilderness resource while another 
‘gains’ access. Hardening trails reinforces physical symbols of shifting territories within the state 
mechanism, as the bounded space shifts from a territory that models one set of values to another. 
Such physical symbols are an essential component of reinforcing territorialisations.  
 
Another tension amongst Tasmanian wilderness proponents is about just how (un)comfortable a 
wilderness experience should be. Commercial companies have formed in Tasmania to help people 
navigate their wilderness experiences and there were 239 commercial licenses to operate in the 
TWWHA in 2018 (TAS-S43 2018, p. 239). “Glamping”, or glamour camping, is growing in 
particular, according to Tasmania’s peak industry body (TAS-S37 2014). Chris, an employee for a 
company that offers glamping in conjunction with guided walks through remote areas and gourmet 
meals:  
You're really paying for the further surety that you're going to have a good time 
(TAS-I07 2015).  
 
Chris is proud to deliver wilderness experiences to people whom he believes would not be able to 
access wilderness without someone trained to provide the “adventure”; people who would not be 
able safely to navigate wilderness areas or be physically capable of carrying provisions.  
The more hard-core walkers wouldn't really want to come and pay the money and 
do this. In their own way I suppose they get a bit snobby, “this is not what real 
walkers do”... A lot of people get to the age where they physically can't or just don't 
want to carry a heavy pack. They don't want to spend their holidays with the risk of 
getting wet or getting lost and stuck in a miserable tent if it howls. Whilst it's a walk, 
it's really more of an experience. It is the wilderness and cultural and interpretative 
experience. (TAS-I07 2015). 
 
Other wilderness proponents do not necessarily agree, as expressed in interviews, blogs, opinion 
news articles and correspondence (TAS-I08 2015; TAS-N14 2015; TAS-C01 2016; TAS-N15 
2018; TAS-N16 2018). In an opinion piece in the local Tasmanian Times, opponent of the Three 
Capes development wrote “The entire concept of development and access to a place known to be 
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wilderness is highly illogical as the experience of reaching a destination and experiencing it in its 
natural wild state under such conditions becomes non-existent” (TAS-N15 2018).  Andy, a 
wilderness advocate who had a career in wilderness management with a national park, believes 
wilderness is more than just being in the park; there is a right way to be in the wilderness (TAS-C01 
2016). The idea of “touring the wilderness”, particularly glamping, uses wilderness as a 
“playground” or backdrop for self-achievement, rather than reflection and connection with nature 
that does not focus on the self. Turner (1991) calls this “the grim harvest of the ‘fun hog’ 
philosophy”, who is “given [to] ignorance and arrogance” (p. 622). The ‘surety’ Chris gives his 
customers that they will have a good time is not consistent with the patterns of nature. He accused 
tourist walkers, including those on the new Three Capes Track, of collecting “trophies”, completing 
as many trails as they can, as quickly as they can, so they can brag to others about their 
achievements. “They come to ‘do’ Tasmania” (TAS-C01 2016). Andy was offended by the 
presence of these individuals out in the wilderness, even if they were walking on trails just as he 
was, not because their activities were strictly wrong or physically threatened the environment, but 
because their mindset was threatening to the fundamental concept of wilderness (TAS-C01 2016). 
Others share Andy’s view. Greens Senator Nick McKim said of a lodge development in the 
TWWHA: “This is $30m to prop up a corporate business model and turn wilderness areas into 
theme parks” (TAS-T18 2018). 
 
Supporters of tourism development see the changes differently (TAS-I06 2015; TAS-N16 2018). In 
an opinion piece in Tasmania’s Examiner newspaper, one tourism proponent noted how some 
wilderness enthusiasts would rather close the wilderness to the ‘unworthy’. “Now that people are 
finally starting to recognise [Tasmanian wilderness] and coming [for tourism], those deemed 
unworthy are being told not to come. Build it and they will come has been replaced by don’t build it 
and mind your own business” (TAS-N16 2018). Chris, a Tasmanian nature tourism operator: 
On one hand, we’re accused of being the ‘white shoe brigade’ and catering to elite 
people that can afford to pay a lot of money. Conversely you could say that [their 
way is to cater] to the elite people who are young and fit and strong...even if you 
can't see the huts, the fact that people know they're there, to some people, degrades 
the effect of it all (TAS-I07 2015). 
 
Andy, a Tasmanian who is now retired and spends much of his time out walking in the TWWHA, 
believes that commercial walks are not a wilderness experience at all because they are too 
organised, too easy to access, and adhere to rigid scheduling (TAS-I03 2015). “Wilderness is about 
reading the land, reading the weather and responding to it” (TAS-C01 2016). In order to be truly in 
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the wilderness, one must set aside possessions and mentalities of society to focus and reflect on the 
natural world. One must learn to respond to the natural world, rather than finding ways to bend that 
world to modern needs (TAS-I03 2015). 
 
Activities such as social media and easy access to mobile technology in the wilderness have 
resulted in recent criticism in Tasmania (e.g. TAS-N14 2015; TAS-T16 2018; Figure 28). 
Wilderness as a tourist destination is promoted by tourism councils through the use of social media, 
encouraging visitors to post their photos of wilderness experiences (Figure 29). Concerns have been 
raised, however, about the influx of social media users to previously low-traffic areas of the 
TWWHA seeking the perfect photograph (e.g. TAS-T17 2016; TAS-N17 2018; TAS-T16 2018). 
While physical degradation of the areas is of concern, the issue with wilderness and social media 
for some is also the underlying motivations and mindsets of social media users. Using modern 
technology while in wilderness contributes to a conceptual ‘unmaking’ or ‘sullying’ of the 
wilderness, by not adhering to a wilderness frame of mind. The focus on taking the best Instagram 
photo of Tasmanian sites is akin to ‘trophy hunting’, according to some Tasmanian bloggers (TAS-
S42 n.d., p. 18; TAS-N14 2015). For Andy, a wilderness advocate retired from PWS, wilderness is 
not just a place where you can turn off electronic devices for the weekend, but rather it is a place 
that you must turn them off in order to create the wilderness that visitors seek (TAS-N14 2015; 
TAS-C01 2016). From social media comments on a news article about using social media in 
Tasmania’s wilderness: “This is all about the grand celebration of self, ‘here’s me doing stuff in 
some exotic place, I’m so amazing, look at me!!!’. It’s sad, it is the exact antithesis of the 
environments these people are using as a back drop to their self-portraits” (TAS-N17 2018); “These 
social media vampires are all about notoriety, fame and trophy acquistions (sic). Get in by any 
means to beat the end of ecological splendor” (Facthammer, TAS-N17 2018).29  
                                               
29 The debate over technology in wilderness and its relationship to increasing ease of access to 
wilderness is not new. Notably, the automobile in particular has been a technology of power for 
access to, and control of, wilderness areas. See Sutter 2002. 
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Figure 28 – The Wilderness Adventurer on the Three Capes Circuit (image source: Tasmanian 
blogger, TAS-N14 2015). 
 
 
Figure 29 - Screenshot from Tourism Australia’s Tasmanian Wilderness page. The screenshot 
shows the @Australia section. These are photos people have taken while out in ‘wilderness areas’ 
in Tasmania. They have posted them to social media and "tagged" them as ‘Tasmanian Wilderness’. 
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The debates over appropriate actions in the wilderness show that the “wrong” way to experience 
wilderness, such as through organised tour activities or an obsession with social media, threatens for 
some the integrity of the area, not only through physical impacts, but also through conceptual 
intrusions. If visitors do not foster the correct mindset and perform their actions correctly, the 
wilderness they experience on their journey is unmade. A Tasmanian blogger writes: 
Wilderness is no longer wilderness if you fly or drive to a remote destination, nor 
can it be experienced or understood from the confines of a constructed edifice. The 
grander and more decadent the structure you occupy the further detached from a 
wilderness connection you become! (TAS-N15 2018).  
 
Preventing certain activities in order to preserve the wilderness character that tourists come to see 
also prevents tourists from being able to access wilderness areas. Managing wilderness to allow 
tourists to access it fundamentally erodes the very wilderness that tourists are seeking to experience, 
but a lack of management can lead to ecosystem damage and a wilderness that most will never be 
able to access.  
 
Wilderness tourism is also about wilderness branding and promotion (TAS-S37 2014; TAS-I06 
2015). Many will be exposed to wilderness in Tasmania via a secondary source such as magazine, 
advertisement, or website without ever visiting. As with any secondary source, these abstract 
experiences of wilderness are curated by secondary parties, both state and non-state actors, to 
communicate and promote particular messages about Tasmania. As wilderness grows more abstract 
from lived experience of the land, third parties become mediators of what a wilderness experience 
looks like and feels like before a tourist ever arrives (e.g. Figures 29, 30, and 31). Publications such 
as Australian Geographic, government websites and tourism material, negotiate and reinforce 
boundaries and jurisdictions by mediating the content available to wilderness tourism consumers. 
Dillon, a tourism industry leader: 
When it comes to tourism [in Tasmania], the government is intrinsically involved at 
every level. The government runs the boat that brings people over. The government 
markets the state through Tourism Tasmania. The government runs four or five of 
our major attractions from Port Arthur to our major national parks. Parks [has] 
authority of 50% of the state [in which] 250 businesses are licensed to operate. So 
the reality of the nature of a destination like Tassie is that the private sector and the 
public sector of tourism are inherently linked (TAS-I06 2015). 
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Figure 30 – Different messages about wilderness experiences on the Three Capes Track, Tasmania 
(image sources clockwise from left: Tasmanian Government TAS-S38 n.d.; Tasmanian press; TAS-
T14 2015; Tasmanian blogger/op-ed TAS-N10 2015). 
 
Branding and promotion are not only about providing the most luxurious accommodations. With 
the variety of perspectives about the ‘correct’ ways to experience wilderness, there seems to be a 
need to balance luxury with the continued perception of the possibility of ‘roughing it’, even if one 
does not participate in a more rugged experience. Gavin, an employee at the Department Primary 
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment: 
One of the most iconic wilderness shots in Tasmania is of Dove Lake and 
Cradle Mountain. Yet you drive there on a sealed road. Everyone gets out of 
the car and takes their picture and then gets in the car and goes off. But that’s 
what most people see as Tasmanian wilderness. Very few people would 
actually go to the effort to put a pack on their back and walk for five or six 
days, either off track or on some pretty crappy track which is maintained as a 
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pretty crappy track to give you that wilderness experience to stand on the top 
of some mountain or at the bottom of some waterfall or under some giant tree 
miles from anywhere (author’s emphasis, TAS-I05 2015). 
 
 
Figure 31 – Australian Geographic coverage of the Three Capes Track (image source: TAS-N12 
2015). 
 
While the brand of Tasmanian wilderness is an important element in attracting tourists to the state, 
according to leading tourism industry bodies (TAS-S37 2014, p. 12; TAS-I06 2015), it is not 
necessarily the case that tourists even need to visit designated wilderness zones in order to derive 
benefit from their wilderness qualities. Dean, an employee of Tasmania Parks and Wildlife, 
explains how wilderness tourism is not necessarily about visiting the wilderness at all, a position for 
which some wilderness proponents have advocated (e.g. Turner 1996): 
Remote wilderness tourism development is interesting because you don’t 
[necessarily] need people to go to the site to appreciate it. They need to be aware of 
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it. So the best way of that is excellent remote interpretation. Very high quality-
photographs and bring those to the people...because these are in very fragile 
environments. You couldn’t take a lot of people to them anyway. It would be just 
far too expensive. It would be all helicopter work. Whereas people can still 
appreciate and understand it, but they don’t actually [have to] be in it (TAS-I02 
2015). 
 
Derek, a leader and employee for a local environmental conservation group, explains how people 
access benefits from wilderness without ever ‘going there’:  
It's really important to protect the experience of people that go [to the TWWHA] and 
it's really important to protect, not just the experience, it's really important to protect 
the comfort or the satisfaction of people who don't even go there, to know that it's 
wilderness. To know that it's not being exploited. People need to know that there are 
parts of the world that aren't managed for our benefit, for human benefit. I think it is 
valid for someone in Sydney or Melbourne or Hobart or Launceston or anywhere 
else just simply to know that an absolutely magnificent part of incredibly wild 
country that's been there for how many million years, billions of years, that has these 
incredible things that you don't even really understand, you just know that it exists 
(TAS-I08 2015). 
 
Through these abstract and secondary ‘experiences’ of wilderness, those who understand wilderness 
to be an ‘other’, who understand humans to be visitors, thus conceptually access this wilderness and 
derive benefit from it. Reflecting on Vandergeest and Peluso’s (1995) assertion of abstraction of 
space as a key part of territorialisation, wilderness presents an exceptional prospect for resource 
control, where the consumer of the resource need not actually physically encounter the resource in 
order to extract benefit from it, and the extraction of benefit does not impact the quantity or quality 
available to future resource users. Building on previous discussion of how territorialisation 
progresses from mapping, marking, communicating, and regulating, this section shows how these 
practices actually change how people relate to nature and how ideas of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ ways to 
relate to nature influence and reiterate territorial practices. 
 
The following section continues with the Tasmanian case study, building on the idea that wilderness 
is created conceptually, as well as physically, through territorialisation. The section discusses the 
role of conservation science in creating wilderness by exploring the political issues that surrounded 
extension of the TWWHA. It outlines how scientific rhetoric has reinforced Western narratives of 
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human/nature dichotomies and how this rhetoric is used to build and justify wilderness protected 
areas that utilise and expand such narratives. 
 
7.2.2 – Conservation science and wilderness in Tasmania 
“The crucial question, faintly but unmistakably present on the horizon of our inquiry, is to 
determine how culture – that is, the continuing process of choice called the West – presently 
influences science” (Oelschlaeger 1991, p. 325). 
 
Scientific epistemologies emerged in the data as a way of understanding wilderness, particularly the 
discourse of conservation science. The field of conservation science emerged in the 1980s in 
response to the need for strategies to combat the global ‘biodiversity crisis’. The concept of 
wilderness as a protected area for biodiversity quickly grew out of this movement (Foreman 1995, 
pp. 573-574). The field is founded on the idea that “biology could no longer be removed from 
activism” in the face of the biodiversity crisis (Foreman 1995, p. 573). Despite its scientific mantle, 
conservation science is profoundly political. Escobar (1998) defines ‘biodiversity conservation’, 
among other things, as a discourse of social movements to use biodiversity as “a political strategy 
for the defense of territory, culture, and identity linked to particular places and territories” (p. 60). 
Escobar argues that the concept of biodiversity emerges as a strategy for controlling cultural norms 
within broader political struggles over territory. Through an analysis of wilderness-building in 
Tasmania, this section outlines how wilderness is ‘created’ by conservation science. 
 
Some conservation scientists propose that wilderness is one of the most effective methods for 
conserving ecosystems (Watson et al. 2016), as human proximity to ecosystems tends to be the 
most damaging factor (Mittermeier et al. 2003). Using wilderness protected areas as a strategy for 
maintaining biodiversity has resulted in new methodologies for defining and measuring wilderness 
beyond those of human experiences in nature. Measures such as intactness, level of biodiversity, 
threats to integrity, and size of reserve are all used to define and measure wilderness (Mackey et al. 
1998; Mittermeier et al. 2003; Watson et al. 2009). While the idea of ecological integrity had been 
part of the environmental movement from the beginning, it was not until the 1990s that it became a 
primary focus in the USA (Grumbine 1996, p. 596) and Australia (Mackey at al. 1998, pp. 8-9). 
 
Wilderness for the sake of biodiversity conservation deviates from the sentiments of the original 
wilderness conservation movement (Callicott 1996, p. 588). The original wilderness movement was 
seeking to protect wilderness primarily as a spiritual and recreational resource for humans (Callicott 
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1996, p. 588), and in fact often justified National Park status for areas because they were otherwise 
“worthless” for any other use (Foreman 1995, p. 570). The field of conservation science saw 
wilderness protected areas as intrinsically valuable for their ecology, rather than their value to 
humans (Foreman 1995, p. 583). “Conservation biology has quietly transformed the agenda of 
conservation from either conserving natural resources (“wise use”, etc) or conserving pristine 
Nature (“wilderness preservation”), to conserving biological diversity and ecological integrity” 
(original emphasis, Callicott 1996, p. 585).  
 
Wilderness conserved for its own sake, couched in the ‘objective’ methodologies of science, 
sidesteps the previously troublesome subjective nature of wilderness, “challeng[ing the] cherished 
but outmoded images of people vs Nature” (Grumbine 1996, p. 610). For example, conservation 
science does not consider whether an area ‘feels’ like wilderness, because it is defined in specific 
technical terms, such as distance from permanent human settlement (see Mittermeier et al. 2003). 
Wilderness as a biodiversity conservation measure, although appearing to overcome previous 
wilderness dichotomies, only obscures them behind scientific rhetoric (Cronon 1995, p. 485). The 
‘biodiversity’ solution has proven valuable for conservation organisations such as the IUCN to 
justify their agendas (Guha 1989, p. 235-236).  
...biological diversity in fact involves many of the same sacred values [as the original 
wilderness movement], which is why organizations like the Nature Conservancy have been 
so quick to employ it as an alternative to the seemingly fuzzier and more problematic 
concept of wilderness (Cronon 1995, p. 485). 
 
Wilderness under conservation science has variables which are dependent and modifiable. A 
particularly valuable political tool emerges from the creation of such concrete variables: the ability 
to create wilderness from nature, where wilderness had ceased to exist. The wilderness 
conservation movement of the early 20th century sought to protect ‘pristine’ wilderness, or 
undeveloped land that “retain[s] its primeval character and influence” (author’s emphasis, 
Wilderness Act, s. 2c). Such understandings about wilderness have a foundation in Judeo-Christian 
conceptualisations of progressive, linear time: once we have left Eden, we cannot return 
(Oelschlaeger 1991, p. 347). This concept presupposes that wilderness is a finite resource that once 
gone, can never be recovered. In contrast, the new wilderness of conservation science, can be 
created by managing for, and controlling, certain biological variables. Furthermore, it can continue 
to be extended beyond its original boundaries as new areas are rehabilitated and deemed wilderness, 
as conservation biology achieves the specific technical requirements for wilderness. From the IUCN 
guidelines on wilderness management: 
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[The World Commission on Protected Areas (IUCN) Guidelines for Protected Area 
Management Categories] “recognize that political complexities and management 
challenges may sometimes require an incremental approach to establishing 
wilderness protected areas. This can involve starting with smaller and/or less 
intact protected areas that may require restoration and building up to larger, 
more intact areas over time. Thus, Category 1b sites may include large, highly 
intact areas as well as smaller areas whose wilderness qualities can be improved or 
whose boundaries may be expanded” (author’s emphasis, Casson et al. 2016).  
 
While the project of creating and re-creating wilderness is more challenging in some physical 
domains then others (e.g. turning a city into wilderness is a greater challenge than a forest), the 
power of wilderness under conservation biology is that it is possible at all. With the re-creation of 
new wilderness also follows new and expanding opportunities for mediation of relationships to 
wilderness. Areas once deemed to be not of wilderness value, once recovered, can be interacted 
with in the ‘correct’ ways.  
 
The Wildlands Network, as introduced in Chapter Six, is an example of the new conservation 
science model of ‘creating’ wilderness. The Wildlands Network is an ENGO founded in the early 
1990s by conservation biologists and wilderness activists (Foreman 1995, p. 578). The mission of 
the Network is ‘rewilding’, or restoring landscapes from human impact to wilderness conditions 
(Foreman 2004, p. 127). The project envisions “Wildways”, series of interconnected protected areas 
that span the North American continent (Wildlands Network 2019). Noss, a founder of the 
Network, argues that only through large-scale wilderness conservation, guarded against any use or 
development, can biodiversity be preserved and restored on a large scale (Noss 1991, p. 535). 
Conservation science provides the necessary epistemological tools to ‘rewild’ nature (Foreman 
2004, pp. 113-127). The Wildlands Network concept also has Australian examples, such as the 
WildCountry Project (e.g. Mackey et al. 2007) (notably consisting of individuals in conservation 
biology similar to those who undertook assessments for the IVG discussed in Chapter Six), and the 
organisation Rewilding Australia (Rewilding Australia n.d.). 
 
When viewed from the perspectives of political ecology, the ability of biodiversity and conservation 
science to ‘challenge the image of people vs Nature’ is not without political consequences.  It 
removes the human voice associated with an area of land and allocates the task of mediating 
human/nature relationships to a ‘non-human’ science. The new wilderness of ecosystem protection 
and restoration represents a profound new human/nature relationship described using scientific 
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language and a belief in scientific objectivity. As introduced in Chapter Three, Robbins (2012) 
describes two embedded narratives relied upon by apolitical ecologies: ecoscarcity, the idea that 
humans are fundamentally dangerous to humanity; and modernisation, that nature must be protected 
through institutional structures (p. 15-18). These social narratives are obscured in the discourse of 
wilderness protected areas through the scientific rhetoric used to discuss and justify them. 
Wilderness experienced through the lens of science reinforces the project of abstracting wilderness 
away from general human experience. Wilderness in the domain of science is understood, 
measured, and communicated by experts, rather than the general population. As discussed above in 
the context of the government and wilderness tourism in Tasmania, science and scientists become 
mediators between humans and nature, and in the process tailor a message about human/nature 
relationships that reinforces wilderness ideals.   
 
The publication in 2016 of the IUCN’s first management guidelines for wilderness protected areas 
relies heavily on the field of conservation science and provides guidelines not only for the 
maintenance of wilderness qualities, but the creation of them. The guidelines state: “many 
wilderness laws and policies at national or subnational levels recognise that there are areas worth 
protecting under protected area category 1b, which may not fully meet a wilderness standard 
immediately, but have good potential to achieve wilderness qualities in the future” (Casson et al. 
2016, p. 2). Through the application of conservation science to wilderness heritage, the 
government’s argument that degraded areas lowered the value of the property was made irrelevant. 
The principles of conservation science as a tool to create wilderness are well embedded in the 
management of Tasmanian protected areas. Dean, an employee of the Tasmania Parks and Wildlife 
Service (PWS): 
The interesting thing is about wilderness qualities is you may have an area that has 
no wilderness qualities admittedly after it’s been logged, for example. But if you 
leave it alone for long enough, it will create wilderness, create wilderness qualities. 
So a wilderness quality is a measurement on the day you measure. So you can have 
a parcel of land that, today, has not got any wilderness qualities; but in a 100 years, 
will certainly have wilderness qualities...if we protect it and don’t allow logging, it 
will become wilderness (author’s emphasis, TAS-I02 2015). 
 
The process of creating wilderness using ecosystem restoration arguments echoes Vandergeest’s 
(1996b) observation of “functional territorialisation” in Thailand, where forests and other lands are 
“mapped according to scientific criteria, which then become the basis for laws prohibiting and 
prescribing specific activities” (p. 168). Vandergeest found that such criteria were used to justify 
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state claims of jurisdiction over certain areas for the purpose of reforestation, despite other 
traditional claims to use and ownership (p. 169). 
 
The political value of conservation science is demonstrated in Tasmania in the debate over 
extensions/reductions to the TWWHA in 2013/14. As discussed in Chapter Six, the TWWHA 
boundaries were extended in 2013 to include 170,000 additional hectares that had been negotiated 
under the 2012 Tasmanian Forests Agreement (TFA). 2014 saw a political change in Australia, and 
the new government made a request to UNESCO to delist 74,000 hectares of the extension. The 
government argued that some of the areas included in the 2013 extension were actually timber 
plantation land and had been heavily logged. The request to delist failed and the areas in question 
remained within the boundaries of the TWWHA.  
 
As will be recalled from earlier discussion, the request to delist was based on an argument that the 
areas in question were not, in fact, ‘wilderness’ at all, and that they had been listed as World 
Heritage under false pretenses. The allegation was denied by the Green Party and the ENGOs who 
were party to the TFA, who claimed that only a very small part of the extension had ever been 
disturbed by logging and that the World Heritage Committee was aware of these degraded areas and 
thought them appropriate for listing anyway (Parliament of Australia 2014).  The ENGOs advised 
that such areas could be restored to wilderness character (TAS-S26 2014) and the Tasmanian 
Conservation Trust stated that areas of previous plantation were already being rehabilitated to 
native forest (TAS-S39 2014, p. 17).  
 
Underlying this restoration argument was the work of the Independent Verification Group (IVG), a 
process undertaken in 2012 as part of the TFA, to validate claims made by parties to the TFA. Part 
of the IVG mandate was to investigate the conservation value of the potential reserve areas 
proposed by ENGOs (TAS-S21 2012, p. 11), for which conservation scientists were hired. The 
process involved an analysis for ten potential conservation values, including ‘wilderness’ (p. 11). 
The parameters of the independent study were set by the ENGOs, in that they selected which areas 
they would like assessed for listing, and then enlisted the power of conservation science to justify 
them. The final IVG Capstone report notes:  
The IVG’s terms of reference required its analysis to be focused on validating the 
ENGO claims with respect to their 572,000 ha of proposed forest reserves. 
Therefore, the IVG did not undertake a systematic conservation planning 
exercise...In the absence of an optimization analysis, for some of the conservation 
values it was not possible to comment as to whether the same conservation outcomes 
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could be achieved with a smaller total forest area, whether a different set or spatial 
configuration of forest areas would give a better result, or whether there are other 
forest areas on public land that might deliver better conservation outcomes (TAS-
S21 2012, p. 12). 
 
Areas for shifting from multiple use tenure to reserve tenure were first chosen by ENGOs, and the 
tool of conservation science then used to justify the choices. 
 
The IVG report concluded that while land outside the proposed new extensions had been heavily 
logged, within the proposed extension was mostly intact forest with a high level of integrity and 
worthy of World Heritage status (TAS-S21 2012, p. 18). The final report noted, on the topic of 
wilderness value: 
Forest wilderness issues warrant further consideration, especially in areas adjoining 
the TWWHA and the Tarkine. While the lack of data prevents further detailed 
comment on these issues, it will be important to assess the current extent of and 
potential to restore forested wilderness in areas which warrant formal assessment for 
World Heritage listing (TAS-S21 2012, p. 17). 
 
The Forest Conservation technical report included a statement on restoration within proposed areas: 
[The Heritage Technical Report] drew conclusions about the need to restore a 
significant proportion of the globally important tall eucalypt forests recommended 
for inclusion in the TWWHA. A number of specific areas are mentioned in this 
report including logged forests (and some plantations) in the Styx Valley, Weld and 
other areas. It is considered particularly important to restore wilderness values 
wherever possible in this area (TAS-S48 2012, p. 59).  
 
The IVG reports were subsequently provided to the IUCN and the World Heritage Committee, 
together with Australia’s submission for extending the TWWHA boundary in 2013 (TAS-S49 2013, 
p. 30-31). The IUCN’s Advisory Body Evaluation for the 2013 extension states “...the 
supplementary information [included with Australia’s submission] contains a series of annexes that 
indicate the additional contribution that the additional areas will make to species conservation. The 
process of verification including via independent scientists is also clearly explained” (TAS-S50 
2013, p. 2), showing that the IVG analyses were also considered directly by the World Heritage 
Committee in their decisions.  In 2015, a joint IUCN/ICOMOS reactive monitoring mission to the 
TWWHA was requested by the World Heritage Committee, in response to concerns that the new 
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TWWHA Management Plan would allow logging within the new boundaries (TAS-S30 2016, p. 6). 
The mission held numerous discussions while in Tasmania about the 2013 boundary modification 
process and whether or not the degraded areas should have been included based on their ‘wilderness 
quality’ (TAS-S30 2016). The reactive monitoring mission report concluded that additions to the 
property were for “boundary and management integrity reasons”, rather than for their existing 
wilderness qualities, and that restoration of wilderness areas was an explicit and acknowledged 
goal, further reinforcing the permanence and legitimacy of the shift in land tenure (TAS-S30 2016, 
p. 12).  
 
In summary, the existing wilderness quality of the 2013 extensions was irrelevant to whether or not 
to list the extensions for World Heritage status. In the face of the ability of conservation science to 
restore wilderness, the arguments made by Tasmanian communities that the areas were not valuable 
wilderness became irrelevant. ENGOs were able to use conservation science as a tool to advance 
territorial aims through the nation-state mechanisms, with reinforcement from the IUCN and World 
Heritage system. Mark, an advocate for the special timber sector, discusses his frustration with what 
he sees as politics dressed up as science, in the decisions about management of forests in the 
TWWHA: 
If [the environment movement] talks about World Heritage, on a number of 
properties in Australia and in particular our property here, is that they’ve blown it 
up into this wonderful wilderness area that you’re not allowed to go into, you can’t 
do anything in it, it’s nature at its rawest, its finest, and the whole image of it that’s 
been put out there publicly is not actually what it really is (TAS-I09 2016). 
 
Mark’s interpretation is reflecting on a lived experience of the land, or what is there in the present, 
that he can see as a timber-cutter. In contrast, the IUCN interpretation is more abstract, filtered 
through the mediator of science; it is about what could be there, an aspiration for a future desired 
state based on a values system nested within conservation science. The impact of territorialisation 
practices in this context (the extension of the World Heritage boundaries) is the control not only of 
the current state of the forest, but also of conceptualisations of its future state. The Tasmanian 
example shows how conservation science is a valuable tool for territorialising, because the project 
of biodiversity restoration provides opportunities to expand protected area boundaries and 
regulations when arguments based on existing ecological value fall short. The analysis in this 
section is consistent with Escobar’s (1998) argument that the concept of biodiversity emerges as a 
strategy for controlling cultural norms within broader political struggles over territory. Conservation 
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science is able to ‘create’ wilderness territory, and reinforce associated human/nature relationships, 
by transforming wilderness into a concept that can be measured, categorised, and managed.  
 
The following section changes the direction of this chapter, to deal will how different human/nature 
relationships, as played out in debates over wilderness, can be understood as different heritage 
narratives. The section uses the case study of the Olympic Peninsula, where heritage narratives 
emerged as an important factor for how wilderness territorialisation was achieved and experienced.  
 
7.4 – Whose heritage, whose nature? Wilderness as a heritage narrative 
Much of this thesis has dealt with environmental conflict and competing interpretations of nature. 
There is an inherent tension in the stories of protected areas and wilderness conservation: for whom 
and from whom is an area protected? The words “protect” “conserve/preserve” and “natural” draw 
from a cultural rhetoric that already implicitly accepts that there is something from which to protect, 
something for which to conserve, and something other than ‘natural’. These words to some extent 
control the parameters of the narrative before it has even begun, because to deny wilderness 
‘protection’ is to advocate for its ‘destruction’. This section introduces the concept of wilderness as 
a heritage narrative, a heritage of how humans should relate to the natural world, and demonstrates 
that heritage narratives play an important role in debates over wilderness on the Olympic Peninsula.  
 
As discussed in Chapters Three, Four, and Five, internal territorialisation processes are undertaken 
by the nation-state, and in many cases by non-state actors as well, for the furtherance of control 
over people’s access to natural resources. As demonstrated in this chapter, these processes also 
contribute to changes in national narratives about humans and nature.  
“What sustains, what provides legitimacy to the state's claim to a monopoly on the 
conservation of nature, is the idea of collective heritage and best available science. 
Collective heritage is the cultural elements or landscape features defined as intergenerational 
patrimony in need of 'public' protection” (Vaccaro et al. 2013, p. 260). 
 In both Australia and the USA, territorialisation of wilderness has contributed to the creation of a 
‘heritage’ of wilderness, a narrative about humans and nature that impacts current land management 
practice, informs future land use policy, and reconstructs local human/nature narratives of the past. 
 
Vaccaro and Beltran (2010) argue that as Western societies became more urbanised, new 
understandings of nature were formed by those residing in cities, cut off from direct contact with 
the physical natural environment (p. 65). The result is that “nature becomes part of the culture and 
identity of a society through the [national] parks” (p. 70). National parks, and the nature they 
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contain, become part of the heritage narrative of the nation. “Heritage denotes everything we 
suppose has been handed down to us from the past” (Lowenthal 2005, p. 81). The term “natural 
heritage” is used by the World Heritage Convention to denote “natural features, consisting of 
physical and biological formations, geological and physiographical formations and precisely 
delineated areas which constitute the habitat of threatened species of animals and plants, and natural 
sites or precisely delineated natural areas” (UNESCO 1972, Article 2).  
 
In Tasmania, the intersection of ‘heritage’ and ‘wilderness’ is explicit and acknowledged, perhaps 
owing to the strong relationship with the site’s World Heritage status. On the Olympic Peninsula, 
however, heritage narratives and their intersection with wilderness are obscured by political and 
management disputes, with little recognition of how competing local heritages intersect. The 
following sections outline how wilderness territorialisation has influenced, impacted and modified 
heritage narratives on the Olympic Peninsula.  
 
7.4.1 – Political wilderness and rural heritage on the Olympic Peninsula  
Environmental history and heritage scholars have proposed that the modern American relationship 
to wilderness can be conceptualised as a part of America’s cultural heritage and landscape (Cronon 
1995, pp. 482-483; Walton and Bailey 2005; Mitchell and Melnick 2012, p. 236; Nash 2014, p. 
260-262). Increasingly, wilderness is discussed by managing agencies as a part of the American 
heritage. “The  transformation  of  wilderness  (as  of  any  symbolic  feature)  into  heritage 
landscape typically is signaled by its enshrinement in national parks” (Knudsen and Greer 2008, p. 
23). At the “50th Wilderness Anniversary” of the passing of the Wilderness Act, the then Chief of 
the US Forest Service, Tom Tidwell, made a speech entitled “Protecting America’s Wilderness 
Heritage” in which he said “wilderness is key to our cultural heritage as Americans … Wilderness 
is part of who we are as a people, and from the very outset the Forest Service was dedicated to 
protecting America’s wilderness heritage” (OP-N12 2014). The NPS has launched a website on 
American “Wilderness Heritage” to “Explore the rich, longstanding connections (prehistoric, 
historic, and contemporary) shared between people and wilderness” (OP-S30 2017), and the theme 
of the 2018 National Wilderness Workshop, a partner initiative between government departments 
and ENGOs, was “Connect to Wilderness Heritage” (OP-S31 2018). Wilderness Connect, another 
interagency partnership among federal departments and the University of Montana, states “Federal 
mandates, such as wilderness, buttressed by the will of The People, keep our wilderness heritage 
intact to be passed on as a legacy to our children” (OP-S32 n.d.).  
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While many Americans embrace the concept of wilderness as identiﬁed in the Act and the cultural 
values the concept represents, these values are not ubiquitous, and disputes over the designation and 
management directives of wilderness areas are common. The development of this dominant 
narrative about wilderness, and the adoption of this transformation into legislation, has left ample 
room for competing heritage narratives to emerge. This section discusses how some rural 
Americans, particularly in the American West, believe the Wilderness Act is not just about 
protecting a physical landscape, but also a mechanism for urban populations to have control over 
the landscape. Such disputes are sometimes part of larger debates, particularly in the American 
West, about the appropriate role and power of the Federal Government in land management 
(McCarthy 2001). 
 
Chapter Four introduced the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, or ‘Wild Olympics’, federal bills in the 
USA that proposed to designate additional areas of USA Forest Service land on the Olympic 
Peninsula as federal wilderness. The 2012 and 2014 versions introduced to the USA House of 
Representatives proposed an additional 51,000 hectares of wilderness within the Olympic National 
Forest, but the bills have never passed. The proposed bills were controversial in the community. 
Campaigners in support of the proposals felt that they provided one extra, but critical, safeguard for 
forests and waterways. Those opposed to the proposals were concerned that the designation of 
additional forest as wilderness would mean more job losses in the timber industry and an erosion of 
the tax base, as businesses and tax-payers left the area (OP-I02 2014; OP-T04 2012; OP-T05 2017). 
There were over 350 meetings and public workshops held by the Wild Olympics campaign to 
discuss the proposal with local community members and stakeholders, as well as a number of other 
outreach efforts (Wild Olympics 2012). Despite the extensive consultation, some community 
members who were opposed to the legislation felt that the agenda behind the proposal was never 
really up for negotiation (OP-I02 2014; OP-I11 2014). Such a proposal for federal forest lands to 
take on additional layers of environmental protection was perceived as the Federal Government 
undertaking a ‘land grab’ of potentially productive forest lands (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-
T06 2014), and some believed the proposal was not about changing how the proposed lands were 
managed, but about taking ideological control of them (OP-I02 2014; OP-I11 2014).  
 
Both proponents and opponents expressed their frustrations about the conﬂict and the importance 
of either passing or blocking these bills (e.g. OP-I01-I04, I06- I07, I11, I13-I14 2014). Opponents 
of the bills argued that there are other mechanisms besides the Wilderness Act that could 
suﬃciently protect the forests in questions, without needing to have the label of ‘wilderness’ 
applied to them. Proponents insisted on Wilderness designation precisely because it provides the 
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label as well as the physical protection, embodying the ideologies of the Wilderness Act in addition 
to the physical restriction on use of the land. 
 
At the heart of the conﬂict over relationships to the forest is the fact these relationships are in part 
deﬁned by their rejection of each other. Interviews for this study with opponents and proponents of 
the Wild Olympics proposals demonstrate that the two sides of the debate have relationships to the 
forest and wilderness that are fundamentally conflicting. Dave: 
Nancy [name changed] is one of the spiritual environmental leaders that I’ve known 
for 35 years. Nancy’s out there [in the forest] and she’s saying ‘well, we’d like grow 
marbled murrelet habitat’, which means you have to have big, high branches. How 
could we do that? So Nancy and I are looking at the stand of trees and I said this: ‘If 
you want big branches high up in the tree, the trees have to have a lot of space to 
grow. The only way you’re going to get there is if you cut big trees’. She’s struggling 
with this. Cut big trees. Well if you want habitat of that sort, you need to cut big 
trees (OP-I04 2014). 
 
This conversation exempliﬁes the struggle between two groups of people who have difﬁculty 
reconciling their differing understandings of the role of human intervention in nature. Cutting trees 
is incompatible with the ideology of Wilderness and the “spiritual environmental leader” who 
supports it, while the forester sees that speciﬁc ecosystem goals might be achieved with some 
human intervention. 
 
Although the timber economy has slowed considerably over the last few decades, it remains a 
powerful cultural force as many families who have worked for decades within the timber industry 
remain on the Peninsula (Buttolph et al. 2006). Those with a family history of working in the forest 
tend to see themselves as “self-made” people who have the most intimate knowledge of the forest 
(OP-T15 2013; OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014). They see themselves as the “original” conservationists 
and stewards of this forest, with a personal incentive to use the forests in a sustainable fashion 
because they rely on them for their livelihood (OP-T16 1992; Dark 1997; OP-T15 2013). This is 
implied in the inscription on the Loggers Memorial in Forks, Washington, with the words: “In 
honor of those  who  ﬁrst  entered  the  virgin  forests and the new mills  of  the Western United 
States to forge the heritage of the  forest  products industry” (Figure 33). Retired loggers and 
forestry managers indicate that some residents do not see the forests of the Peninsula as pristine 
places where humans do not linger. Rather, they are working forests that should be actively 
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managed by people with the right experience, dedication, and understanding to secure ongoing 
beneﬁts to all species, including humans (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014). 
 
 
Figure 32 – A wooden statue of a logger at the Forks, WA Loggers Memorial. The background 
plaques memorialise specific loggers who lost their lives due to their profession. See Figure 33 for 
text on the plaque in the foreground (image source: author). 
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Figure 33 – Plaque at the Loggers Memorial in Forks, Washington (image source: author). 
 
The loggers’ relationship to the forest, so diﬀerent from the national experience encapsulated by the 
Wilderness Act, reﬂects Greider and Garkovich’s (1994) explanation of how symbolic relationships 
are built with  nature. Greider and Garkovich explain diﬀering relationships to the same landscape 
using the metaphor of a ﬁeld, where the real estate developer, farmer, and hunter each interpret a 
diﬀerent symbolic landscape, although they are all looking at the same ﬁeld. The ﬁrst envisions a 
housing development, the next a waving ﬁeld of wheat and the last sees a valuable stag. This 
example exempliﬁes the idea that “cultural groups socially construct landscapes as reﬂections of 
themselves” (Greider and Garkovich 1994, p. 8). On the Olympic Peninsula, loggers’ relationships 
to the forest are symbolised through imagery of roads and mills, the sound of chainsaws, and the 
smell of cut wood, alongside the beauty of trees and a healthy ecosystem, rather than opposed to 
them (OP-T16 1992; Dark 1997; OP-I04 2014). In this landscape, people have an intimate 
relationship with the forest because their livelihoods rely directly on the forest’s resources for 
survival (OP-I01 2014).  The forest is healthier for the active and knowledgeable management and 
use by foresters (OP-I04 2014; OP-I09 2014). The forest is managed for its value to people, and 
because they are reliant upon it, stewardship of the forest through active management of its health 
and characteristics is a critical element of the relationship. Esther, an advocate for the forestry 
industry on the Olympic Peninsula: 
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I’m worried about the world. There’s no place else to go, so we do need to take care 
of it. But that doesn’t mean we have to waste it and let nature manage it so that we 
get nothing and it takes over and then none of us have anything. I mean, we want to 
do the right thing (OP-I02 2014). 
 
 
 
Figure 34 – A local business on the Olympic Peninsula shows support for the timber community 
(image source: author).  
 
Frank, a manager in a forestry company, explained that forestry families have a relationship to the 
land that goes beyond economic interest: 
Owners really appreciate the heritage and have that interest in continued long-term 
ownership and stewardship of the property.  It’s not simply an investment that you 
look at and say well, that investment’s paid oﬀ. It’s time to sell and move onto 
something else. There’s something that deeper. There’s a level of interest and a level 
of involvement and a level of commitment that I sense is diﬀerent (OP-I09 2014). 
 
Relationships to the forest, the identities that are created, and the characteristics of the forest that 
result, are all woven together into rich, but competing narratives on  the Peninsula. These 
normative relationships have a powerful impact not only on ongoing land use policy, but also on 
the identiﬁcation of heritage of the Peninsula, how it is remembered and how it is experienced 
today. 
 
The 2015 heritage festival on the Peninsula celebrated the theme “Echoes of Axes,” a poignant 
message about how the timber community perceives the current state of their way of life. 
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Perceptions of timber heritage, and how loggers are perceived outside the community, have 
changed drastically since the 1980s. A generation ago they were seen as heroes and hard workers, 
but today they are often viliﬁed. Foster (OP-T17 1993) describes Lawrence Gaydeski, a retired 
logger from Forks: “He is proud to have performed a tough, dangerous job that society wanted 
done. But now he sees the TV news portray loggers as monsters scalping the land.” It is not only 
current loggers still working in the forests today who are perceived in a negative light, but the 
historical identity of timber workers has also been rewritten. The timber community thus feels that 
the Wilderness Act disempowers them not only economically, but also threatens their rural 
heritage. 
 
 
Figure 35 – A mural in Port Angeles, WA, depicting the early timber industry in the town (image 
source: author). 
 
The competing heritage narratives on the Peninsula align well with Tunbridge and Ashworth’s 
(1996) idea of “heritage dissonance through heritage disinheritance,” where the “heritage of one is 
the disinheritance of another” (p. 30). Heritage disinheritance “stems…from the problem of what to 
do with existing heritages that no longer conform to the present goals of the heritage creation 
exercise because they contain messages that are dissonant in the context of the prevailing norms 
and objectives or in terms of the dominant ideology” (p. 30). 
 
In the case of the Peninsula, the wilderness conservation heritage is the “dominant ideology” and 
the rural heritage of the Peninsula “no longer conforms” because both material uses of the forest, as 
well as interpretation of meaning, are inconsistent with the values of wilderness. We can see further 
parallels between Tunbridge and Ashworth’s (1996) “dissonant heritage” and the competing 
heritage narratives on the Peninsula in their discussion of the use of the “dominant ideology thesis” 
in heritage narratives, in which state or elite actors use heritage interpretations to legitimise their 
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position (p. 49). The changing experiences of the retired logger who is no longer considered a 
cultural hero, for example, show how the rural heritage narrative is shifting in order to give further 
legitimacy to the importance of wilderness designation.  
 
In some cases, Peninsula residents interpret wilderness designation on federal lands as a measure to 
secure complete central control over those lands, and their associated rural heritage, rather than 
solely as a conservation measure (OP-I01-02 2014; OP-I11 2014). For Bob, a retired logger, and 
Paul, a local community leader, this interpretation stems in part from their experience with the 
Northwest Forest Plan and the changes in local relationships with the Federal Government that 
resulted (OP-I01-02 2014; OP-I11 2014). Two retired loggers (Bob and Dave), who have worked 
most of their lives on the Peninsula, expressed the opinion that the implementation of the 
Northwest Forest Plan left the rural communities on the Peninsula suspicious of any federal forest 
conservation initiative that might even remotely threaten their livelihood (OP-I01 2014; OP-I04 
2014). The conﬂict over Wild Olympics is a further example of a battle between polarised heritage 
relationships acted out through federal conservation legislation. Most of the areas that would be 
designated as wilderness under Wild Olympics would be managed much the same as they are 
today, according to some interviewees knowledgeable about forestry management practices (OP-
T18 2012; OP-I04 2014; OP-I06 2014; OP-I09 2014), but it is not only the use of these areas that 
fuels debate. Frank: 
Essentially, I think that [Wild Olympics is] probably a bill that doesn’t have to 
happen because the lands are already under federal protection of some kind or 
another.  Will it change if the bill doesn’t get passed?  I doubt it very much.  [The 
remaining opposition is because] it’s the principle, it’s that slippery slope, it’s that 
ideology that isn’t necessarily based in the reality of it (OP-I09-2014). 
 
As more areas become labeled as wilderness, those whose relationship to the forest does not ﬁt 
with the ideologies of wilderness see their own interpretations, and associated activities, 
disappearing. Some feel they are unfairly demonised as uneducated or selﬁsh (OP-I01 2014; OP-
I11 2014). As those historical interpretations and activities are removed, some participants who did 
not identify with the dominant wilderness ideology felt that they are ﬁghting for their heritage and 
identity, both historical and living, such as Esther, who has lived on the Peninsula for most of her 
life (OP- I02 2014). Frank: 
I’m familiar with the wilderness plan and there’s a lot of fear that everything that 
goes on, is just part of a explicit design to get [to the wilderness plan]. I guess the 
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more the community struggles and the more people move away because there aren’t 
any jobs, the closer we get to that wilderness “thing” (OP-I09 2014). 
 
With the promotion of wilderness as a key part of American heritage, a result is that the rural 
people on the Peninsula who do not conform to the ideologies of the Wilderness Act are 
“disinherited” from a part of American heritage. 
 
Participants involved in diﬀerent sides of debate over wilderness legislation in general support the 
protection of local ecosystems and wilderness areas; both a thriving human community, as well as a 
thriving forest, are the ultimate goal for both sides. While some opponents of wilderness legislation 
argue that both could still be achieved through an increase in logging on federal lands (e.g. OP-I01 
2014; OP-I04 2014), this viewpoint is always accompanied by a desire to protect forest areas 
better, whether through conservation legislation or careful management of “working” forests. Frank 
believes: 
...there are certainly a large number of people, probably the vast majority, that 
actually want to be able to recreate or to utilise properties and timberlands in a 
fashion that’s much diﬀerent than what they can do in a national park. Those lands 
aren’t going to draw the visitors to the area. You’re not going to be a tourist to go 
see a logging job somewhere. But for the local people especially, it’s part of where 
they live, part of where they work, part of the people that they know (OP-I09 2014). 
 
All participants expressed concern for the health of forests, riparian areas, or endemic species, but 
they disagreed on which mechanism would best achieve this health. For example, one opponent of 
the Wild Olympics proposals, at a public meeting in Grays Harbor, stated that: “This is not about 
the environment. I want clean air, land and water. This is about power and control and taking by 
the government” (OP-T19 2012). The debate is ultimately about whether multiple forest protection 
mechanisms, representing different relationships to the forest, can coexist. 
 
The physical activities allowed within the forest under measures such as Wild Olympics, such as 
permitting hiking, but not logging, change the narrative about people’s relationships to the forest. 
Wilderness meanings may not be tied directly to landscape variables such as remoteness. Instead, 
these meanings may be constructed through behaviors (for example, back-country camping) that 
are enabled by characteristics of the setting. People create wilderness meanings as they do certain 
things consistent with their notions of what one does in a wilderness area (Stedman 2003, p. 674). 
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For some residents of the Peninsula, wilderness is deﬁned by a loss of control, by what they can no 
longer do after an area is designated as Wilderness. A common concern raised by Peninsula 
residents was the need to apply for permits in order to use wilderness areas. This is not just an 
inconvenience; the tangible impact on their activities within the forest reﬂects an intangible threat 
to their rural values of self-reliance. Esther: 
When I was a kid, I spent a lot of my time in the park riding horses and camping. 
We didn’t have tents. We didn’t have horse trailers. We just rode our horses from 
our pastures and threw saddlebags and socks and underwear in our coat pocket and 
frying pan on the saddle and maybe a sleeping bag and a piece of plastic,  in case it 
got really wet we could, you know,  make a little lean-to. We would just go up there. 
We didn’t have water treatment. We didn’t need permits (OP-I02 2014). 
 
Esther is reﬂecting not on the physical changes to her activities, as camping and horses are still 
allowed within the wilderness area she is referencing. Rather, she is reﬂecting on the mindset, the 
intangible heritage that was exempliﬁed by “just going” into the wilderness without needing to plan 
for a permit. It is a symbol of what federal wilderness means for the future of her community 
heritage: 
I believe it’s just a social divide among people who want to preserve everything 
because that preservation equates to control of the population. That’s what I ﬁrmly 
believe. Because I ultimately believe it goes back to that control. If you get the 
people in a dire enough social situation, they’ll do whatever they’re told (OP-I02 
2014). 
 
Two strategies for securing dominance over forest narratives were apparent from the data collected 
for this study. One key strategy was the establishment of a “David and Goliath” narrative. Though 
the more secularised metaphor of David and Goliath often only refers to the concept of a weaker 
opponent happening to win out over a stronger opponent, the original message of the parable had a 
more complex message: David is righteous by virtue of being powerless and his triumph over 
Goliath is owed to the power of his God, or in more secularised terms, the “rightness” of his 
message (Sabol 2013). The perception of powerlessness can then be used as a tool to legitimise the 
moral righteousness of a cause, in this case stopping the Wild Olympics legislation. Participants 
showed evidence of a belief that they are ‘underdogs’ ﬁghting a larger, more powerful and evil foe 
(in this case the “environmental industry”), and they sought to disseminate this belief amongst 
community members. Esther discussed politicians and the consultation processes around wilderness 
designation: 
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They don’t care. That’s the problem. We cannot get these people to care. Because I 
ultimately believe it goes back to that control (OP-I02 2014). 
 
In an opinion piece about the Wild Olympics proposal published in the local Daily World 
newspaper, the author opens the article with the statement that legislators “continue on their mission 
on behalf of the environmental industry to put the long-term economic and recreational viability of 
the Olympic National Forest at risk for Olympic Peninsula communities” (OP-T20 2017). 
 
The ﬁght between rural and urban populations is one such David and Goliath story on the Olympic 
Peninsula. The perception that the heritage of the rural minority on the Peninsula is threatened by 
the actions of an urban majority is a powerful strategy for opponents of the wilderness designation 
to secure a place at the negotiating table.  Both opponents and proponents of Wilderness on the 
Olympic Peninsula vie to be perceived as the disadvantaged minority, each arguing that a way of 
life is at risk of disappearing. Bob stated that the imbalance between urban and rural voting blocs 
contributes to a feeling among rural inhabitants that they have little agency over local 
environmental initiatives when the urban voting block is “against them” (OP-I01 2014). Esther: 
We could have every person in the rest of the counties vote the same way and we 
wouldn’t outvote those three [urban] counties. The metropolitan area really does run 
our state. They’re liberal Ds [Democrats]. They come out here to vacation, enjoy the 
beaches, ﬁshing, hiking, whatever it is. But they can go back to the big city with 
their fancy transportation and their good jobs and their diversity of jobs and not have 
the same worries as we do here.  So they’re not engaged at all. They’re not connected 
(OP-I02 2014). 
 
Distressing as this feeling of powerlessness is for the populace of the Peninsula, the belief in a 
beleaguered rural minority is used as a strategy to secure a place at the negotiating table over Wild 
Olympics. The goal is to demonstrate to the public their strong moral footing, which in turn ensures 
the group has the power and opportunity to inﬂuence decisions. This strategy has been observed by 
researchers in various ﬁelds of environmental policy. Lackey (2006) describes this strategy as an 
Ecological Policy Axiom: “Demonizing policy advocates  supporting  competing  policy  options  is  
often  more eﬀective than presenting rigorous analytical arguments” (p. 16). In this context, policy 
advocates for Wild Olympics are “demonised” by opponents by showing that they are taking 
advantage of a minority group that cannot defend itself. 
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Evidence of the “David and Goliath” strategy is also seen to be employed by proponents of the 
Wild Olympics bills. For example, the Sportsmen for Wild Olympics group does not see wilderness 
designation as a measure that only protects nature, they believe that it also protects against strong 
forces that would seek to change their way of life and access to economic resources: 
We are losing access to private lands where we used to hunt and ﬁsh. Gates are being 
closed and “no trespassing” signs are going up. Wild Olympics Wilderness and Wild 
and Scenic safeguards would protect and enhance hunting and ﬁshing access on 
public lands without closing any roads (OP-S24 n.d.).  
 
The strategic goal is to demonstrate to the public their strong moral footing, which in turn ensures 
the group has the power and opportunity to inﬂuence decisions. 
 
A second strategy used for negotiating control of the forest narrative was to re-appropriate 
stereotypes, such as the use by some opponents of Wild Olympics of the “rural ignorance” 
stereotype. Actors in this conﬂict used stereotypes of ‘inﬂuential city folk’ and ‘dumb rednecks’ to 
demonstrate how they were marginalised by more powerful actors. Re-appropriating the “rural 
ignorance” stereotype is one way some opponents of Wild Olympics are using this perceived 
imbalance of power to their advantage (for another example, in Alabama USA, see Walton and 
Bailey 2005). Most importantly, it is a reinforcement of the David and Goliath narrative that rural 
actors are the “little guys” who are ﬁghting an impossible ﬁght. A particularly interesting dimension  
of the appropriation of the rural stereotype is that four out of ﬁve opponents interviewed for this 
study are themselves university educated, and undertook this education in the city before returning 
or moving to the Peninsula (approximately 25% of Peninsula residents hold a Bachelor’s or higher 
degree (US Census Bureau 2016)). Nevertheless, they are able to share in this badge of common 
sense and ownership of place through their self-identiﬁcation as a rural actor. 
 
The strategy of appropriating stereotypes was deﬁned by Paul, who used the belief in rural 
ignorance to gain power within negotiations: 
I will say I play the simple country lawyer card a lot. Then just watch the doors trap, 
I mean, I am not a Wall Street, New York City or Seattle, Chicago lawyer. I am a 
country lawyer. That doesn’t mean I’m a stupid individual. I’ve watched a couple of 
folks from D.C. Congressional staﬀ make that very poor assumption. They usually 
regret it. But I’ll let them do it because by the time they’re done, they’re in the trap 
(OP-I11 2014). 
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The “trap” refers to an intentional choice to lead urban people toward a belief in the naivety of rural 
people, particularly of the complexities of national politics, in order to gain access to negotiations. 
Negotiations are then opened because of a perceived lack of threat as a political actor, affording a 
negotiating tool not available to supposedly more “worldly” counterparts. Paul not only uses to 
advantage the perception that rural people are “simple”, but also maintains a sense of pride in using 
this opportunity to stand up against the stereotype, reinforcing the David and Goliath narrative. 
Being intellectually dismissed by urban colleagues reafﬁrms for Paul that his rural ‘way of life’ is 
being threatened and needs to be defended. 
 
7.5 – Conclusion 
This chapter examined how changes to physical access to resources through wilderness 
territorialisation play a role in changing and mediating human/nature relationships. It argued that 
wilderness protected areas construct a ‘second nature’, a ‘political’ wilderness, and explained how 
the territorial practice of designating wilderness protected areas transforms physical spaces into 
conceptual wilderness. It explored wilderness tourism in Tasmania and debates over the ‘right’ and 
‘wrong’ ways to experience nature while in wilderness areas. It outlined how wilderness is 
experienced abstractly and how this experience is curated by different actors to promote changing 
access regimes.  
 
The chapter then highlighted the significant role that conservation science plays in the mediation of 
human/nature relationships through wilderness. It reviewed the foundations of the discipline and 
critiqued the discipline’s apolitical ecology of wilderness creation and restoration. The chapter then 
investigated narratives about wilderness and natural heritage, and discussed how rural communities 
on the Olympic Peninsula negotiate competing heritage narratives. In Chapter Eight, the thesis is 
summarised and concluded, and avenues for future enquiry and research are discussed. 
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8. Conclusion 
 
8.1 - Introduction 
Wilderness as a social, cultural and political concept is not new to anthropology, philosophy and 
geography. As outlined in Chapter One, the many and varied relationships between humans and 
wilderness have been a mainstay in Western philosophy for thousands of years. In both the USA 
and Australia, wilderness has been represented as vast and terrible, pristine and Edenic, playground 
and park, and biodiversity fortress. Philosophers, historians, and many others have sought to answer 
the question of humanity’s place in nature. The wilderness concept touches something deep in many 
people, all the more so for the belief that it is rapidly disappearing.  
 
The work of this thesis does not claim to resolve such significant questions, but looks to contribute 
to an understanding of how wilderness currently occupies a place in the socio-political sphere. What 
does it mean for human/nature relationships when the government is closely involved in that 
relationship? With wilderness now created and maintained through legal, legislative and 
transnational political instruments, the present study sought to contribute to what Brosius and 
Russell (2003) have called “one of the more urgent tasks in contemporary analyses of 
conservation”:  
to “understand the ways in which particular topologies – constructions of actual and 
metaphorical space – are rhetorically produced and reproduced. Such topologies lay the 
groundwork for interventions by defining the political and institutional space of 
environmental debates, by describing how particular categories of subject affect the 
environment, by prescribing certain forms of environmental amelioration, and by delimiting 
the most appropriate agents to undertake such interventions” (p. 45). 
 
To understand such constructions of actual and metaphorical space in wilderness, this thesis sought 
to answer the following research questions: how do wilderness protected areas mediate access or 
relationships to the forest?; how does wilderness and World Heritage intersect to mediate access or 
relationships to the forest?; and, how do wilderness protected areas mediate human/nature 
relationships? Following from these guiding questions, the thesis explained that wilderness can be 
understood as a territorialisation process, and that people experience it ‘politically’, as well as 
socially and physically. Through examples in debates over wilderness legislation and management 
in Tasmania and on the Olympic Peninsula, it analysed the ways in which wilderness is used to 
assert physical and narrative control over geographic areas. The thesis then builds a case for 
‘political’ wilderness, an iterative process by which people’s access to forest resources change 
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human/nature narratives, and vice versa. This process relies on discourse from conservation science 
and heritage-making in order to build and maintain legitimacy.  
 
This chapter concludes the analysis and outlines possible future research directions. First, it 
summarises how the thesis contributed to gaps in the current literature on wilderness and political 
ecology. It then outlines the conclusions drawn from the data regarding each of the research 
questions. It shows how wilderness can be understood as a political process that contributes to how 
people access and interpret forest resources and how they relate to nature. It also shows how World 
Heritage plays a role in the politics of wilderness. The chapter also discusses several avenues for 
further research, including a brief outline of some of the current literature to which further research 
may contribute. 
 
8.2 –Contribution to knowledge 
8.2.1 – Territorialising the forest – how wilderness is mapped, defined, managed and imagined 
Chapter Five provided analysis of forest wilderness conservation through the lens of political 
ecology, focusing on how territorialisation practices changed peoples’ access to forest resources, 
who changed this access and the structure and process through it was changed. It sought to grow 
understanding about how the wilderness, as a specific type of protected area, follows the patterns of 
internal territorialisation of natural resources. The chapter focused in particular on the work of 
Vandergeest and Peluso (1995) and the process of internal territorialisation and re-territorialisation, 
outlining the different ways in which wilderness aligns with their theory of how control over natural 
resources is implemented by the nation-state. The chapter examined how territorialisation is 
achieved through the activities of mapping and marking, communicating boundaries, and 
implementing regulation, following boundary modifications and management plan developments in 
both the TWWHA and ONP. The chapter concludes that wilderness can be understood as a political 
process whereby access to resources is dictated and changed by state mechanisms.  
 
8.2.2 – World Heritage and the forest – how World Heritage is used to territorialise 
Chapter Six discussed how World Heritage and wilderness intersect as territorialisation practices in 
the case study sites. The case studies sites vary considerably in the role World Heritage plays in 
territorialising wilderness, but in both cases, World Heritage occupies a decidedly political arena 
when it overlaps with wilderness. This chapter sought to contribute to knowledge about how large, 
transnational entities such as UNESCO are used domestically for the internal territorialisation goals 
of nation-states. The chapter revealed how communities resist or utilise supposedly apolitical 
institutions for their own political goals. It also drew conclusions about how World Heritage 
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contributes to creating and reinforcing the wilderness concept, contributing to knowledge about 
how constructions of nature are created and reproduced in the case study sites. On the Olympic 
Peninsula, World Heritage was resisted by some members of the community and contributed to 
resistance to Park expansion, but it did not play a significant role in the reinforcement of wilderness 
ideals. In Tasmania, however, the thesis showed how World Heritage plays a central role in the 
creation and maintenance of internal boundaries, both physical and symbolic, through the 
application of wilderness regulation. The chapter concludes that World Heritage is just one amongst 
many tools for territorialisation which may be applied by domestic actors for internal natural 
resource control. 
 
8.2.3 – Creating political wilderness – how people and nature are transformed 
Chapter Seven explored the impact of wilderness territorialisations on human-nature relationships. 
Through a discussion of wilderness tourism in Tasmania, it argued that the creation, management 
and usage patterns of wilderness protected areas do not just change physical access – they also 
mediate how people understand humanity’s place in the natural world. The chapter also explored 
how conservation science contributes to the creation of new wilderness, and explained how the 
territorial practice of designating forest for the creation of wilderness widens the opportunities for 
governments and conservation science to influence how humans and nature interact. The chapter 
then discussed wilderness as a heritage narrative on the Olympic Peninsula. The Western narrative 
of human/nature separation is shown as an important tool for nation-states, as well as political non-
state actors, to control natural resources, as it reinforces the idea that humans and nature need to be 
controlled and managed in order not to damage nature.  
 
In summary, this thesis has presented a unified picture of wilderness protected areas as a 
territorialisation process, embedded within larger transnational processes of nature-making such as 
World Heritage, in the two case study sites. The process of wilderness territory-building then 
changes and enforces specific rules for human/nature relationships by changing access to forest 
resources. The following section will outline some potential areas for further research that arose 
while undertaking this analysis.  
 
8.3 – Future research 
Many possible future research questions and themes emerged from data collected during this 
research. The topics outlined below did not emerge strongly enough from the data to draw 
conclusions for the thesis, but show possibility for future enquiry. Future directions include 
theoretical and methodological enquiries, as well as ideas for how wilderness management practice 
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or the ideology of wilderness practitioners might be modified. In particular, these include: exploring 
enforcement mechanisms in the Global North in the context of protected areas; the role of financial 
resources in territorialisation processes and how management resources (financial, human, etc.) are 
allocated in wilderness management specifically; opportunities and barriers to new forest 
management paradigms; and the natural and cultural heritage of the Tasmanian special timber 
industry. Future studies in these areas would possibly benefit from a more embedded approach with 
some of the quasi-government institutions involved in wilderness issues, such as Forestry 
Tasmania. Such an approach would provide a more systematic and in-depth account of the 
decisions and political movements of such institutions and their influence over human-environment 
relations. 
 
8.3.1 – Enforcement and protected areas in the Global North 
Vandergeest and Peluso (1995), and subsequent literature on domestic territorialisation of natural 
resources, have explored how internal territorial claims are enforced by authorities, particularly 
through violence or the threat of violence (see Peluso and Watts (eds) 2001). As outlined in Chapter 
Three, many of these studies take place in regions transitioning from agrarian, nomadic or semi-
autonomous rural structures to more organised nation-states, making them an obvious choice in 
which to study enforcement, legitimacy, and authority of nation-state claims. In the context of 
protected areas in particular, studies examine how territorial claims are often enforced through 
violence on the part of the nation-state, focusing on issues such as the relationship between nature 
conservation and military/paramilitary enforcement of territorial claims (e.g. Neumann 2001b; 
Ybarra 2012) and how state violence is legitimised and normalised through contests over natural 
(e.g. Peluso 1993; Peluso and Vandergeest 2011) and cultural (e.g. Meskell 2016) resources. 
 
While territorial claims to natural resources are sometimes violently coerced in the Global North 
(e.g. McCarthy 2001; Blomley 2003), there are also more subtle stories of enforcement that may be 
valuable to explore. Questions that arose from data analysis for this thesis include: how do 
enforcement techniques differ in wilderness compared to other natural resources; how do 
communities and agencies organise and reorganise themselves to enforce regulation on each other; 
in what ways and why are the ‘wilderness rules’ broken; and how do changing enforcement 
behaviours change the ‘use’ of wilderness? Enforcement strategies are likely to be tightly entwined 
with how territorial claims change relationships to nature, as discussed in Chapter Seven, creating 
self-regulating individuals akin to the ‘green’ governmentality described by Luke (1999) as the 
development of an environmental ethic that creates self-regulating environmental subjects.   
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Such questions arose from the data particularly in interviews with staff of the NPS (USA) and PWS 
(Tasmania). Both agencies are responsible for enforcing rules within their national parks and 
enforcement of park rules arose from interviews on multiple occasions without prompt. Employees 
noted aspects of agency organisation, group belonging, and workplace culture that contributed to 
how behaviour and thinking are regulated with respect to wilderness. As discussed in more detail in 
the section below on territorialisation and financial resources, reductions in enforcement activities 
do not necessarily result in reduced legitimacy or regulation of wilderness. However, McCarthy 
(2002) found that rule breaking on federal land in his study sites was common owing to low state 
capacity for enforcement (p. 1288). This bears further study in the context of wilderness. For 
example, one interviewee on the Olympic Peninsula touched on how their values contributed to 
self-regulation in the face of rules, territories and land use patterns with which they did not agree. 
 
The role of World Heritage and its Advisory Bodies in enforcement activities is also worth 
expanding upon. While the topic has been discussed from a legal perspective (e.g. O’Keefe 2004; 
see also Chapter Five) and within the World Heritage Centre itself (e.g. World Heritage Centre 
2003), of particular interest would be the interactions of state parties, World Heritage, Advisory 
Bodies and resource users in an enforcement context. Does, and how does, the IUCN compel 
individuals in Tasmania to follow or not follow access rules? How do these strategies effect 
livelihoods and how might they differ from nation-state strategies? While States Parties are 
officially responsible for ensuring that their World Heritage sites are maintained according to their 
Outstanding Universal Values (World Heritage Centre 2017, ss. I.C. and II.F), the World Heritage 
Committee does have tools at its disposal, such as trying to induce signatory action through the use 
of the “List of World Heritage In Danger”. Gavin, an employee of the Department of Primary 
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, which oversees the PWS: 
The issue for us is understanding how much of the issues that the World Heritage 
Committee have raised with us around the [TWWHA draft Management] Plan, how 
strongly they feel about those. So that we can understand whether or not there’s a risk 
there that [the danger list] could happen. Because I don’t think that we’d be very keen 
to have TWWHA put on the ‘in danger’ list. That could influence us a bit more than if 
it was just them saying ‘oh well’ (TAS-I05 2015). 
 
Meskell (2012) has investigated how the List of World Heritage In Danger is used within the World 
Heritage Committee as political leverage over other signatories, essentially a tool of international 
politics. The In Danger List, and how it might be used for internal territorialisation within States 
Parties, is worthy of further scrutiny. 
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8.3.2 – Territorialisation and the allocation of financial and human resources 
The role that the allocation of management resources (particularly financial resources) plays in the 
territorialisation of natural resources emerged from the data as an area warranting further research. 
The dynamics of financial and human resources, such as how financial resources are sourced and 
allocated to achieve territorial aims, do not seem to be well explored. Kelly (2015) noted how a lack 
of financial resources for enforcement can undermine or eliminate territories previously negotiated 
through the processes discussed in this thesis. What emerged from data analysis for this thesis, 
however, is how human and financial resources might be strategically allocated by the state to 
impact biological variables (e.g. how to manage different forests), particularly in the context of 
wilderness.  
  
Administering a national park to provide services to visitors, maintain trails, fight forest fires, and 
other management requirements requires funding; regulating activities within national parks also 
requires funding for policing, signage, and interpretation. As discussed in Chapters One and Six, a 
critical element of the wilderness protected area, however, is to ‘manage’ through a lack of human 
interference. Wilderness grows in quality and integrity as human impact is reduced. Therefore, 
when regulating territory under a wilderness paradigm, the ultimate regulation goal is the complete 
absence of activity. What emerged on the Olympic Peninsula was whether and how relative 
allocations of human and financial resources were used to regulate behaviour, or had the effect of 
regulating behaviour, through a lack of services. 
 
The ONP has been “chronically” underfunded for a number of years, failing to appropriate the 
necessary funds to maintain all Park operations (Van Deynze n.d., p. 5); as has the Olympic 
National Forest (Buttolph et al. 2006, p. 68-69). Funding shortfalls for ONP and Forest Service land 
maintenance, and how available funds were allocated by regulating authorities, were a common 
theme among OP interviewees (OP-I01-4, I09-13, I15 2014-15; OP-S09 2014; OP-S10 2013). 
There is concern about the (or at least the perception of) reduced number of Park Rangers at the 
ONP (staff who provide interpretation and education as well as policing) (OP-I11 2014), reduced 
trail maintenance in the ONP and National Forest (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014), fewer and degraded 
backcountry shelters in the ONP (OP-I12 2015), and reduced attention to forest fire prevention and 
fighting on Forest Service lands (OP-I01 2014; OP-I02 2014; OP-I04 2014). Budget shortfalls have 
also prevented road upkeep and restoration on both Forest Service lands (US Forest Service 2018) 
and ONP land (Baurick 2013), reducing public access to areas of Forest Service and National Park 
land that used to be available for recreation.  
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One might predict that reduced funding for mapping, signage and enforcement could result in a 
‘de’-territorialisation process, where natural resources previously controlled by the nation-state 
return to more localised resource control. This does not necessarily appear to be the case on the 
Olympic Peninsula, however. In the case of wilderness territorialisation, a lack of resource 
allocation in some cases may result in exactly the outcomes wilderness proponents are seeking. The 
result has been that trails through some wilderness areas have begun to disappear (Van Deynze n.d.) 
and visitors are more densely concentrated to smaller areas of the Park, perhaps reducing impact 
and increasing wilderness integrity for other areas. Bob, a retired forester, pointed out that he sees a 
connection between an unwillingness to open wilderness areas up for better tourism access and an 
associated reduction in visitor fees due to lack of access to recreation (OP-I01 2014), perhaps 
creating a feedback loop that increases wilderness value as access is reduced.  
 
The data collected for this thesis were not sufficient to draw conclusions about the interactions of 
biological variables, territorialisation practices and financial and human resources. However, the 
topic was of importance and significance to participants and warrants further collaboration between 
political ecology and traditional ecology to explore the topic. Furthermore, collaboration with 
biologists or environmental economists might reveal interesting analyses of the intersections of 
resource allocation, biological variables and human/nature relationships.  
 
8.3.3 – New forest management paradigms 
One thing that unites people more is people do love their national parks and national 
park system as an idea. That crosses boundaries. People like getting outdoors and 
enjoying the outdoors, and they may have different views about how it should be 
managed, but you’ll find a lot of people love the open spaces, they like wildlife, they 
like the northwest. So there are great areas of agreement, even though you find policy 
differences. People have a lot more shared values (OP-I15-2015). 
 
Further work is needed to investigate how the concepts of cultural landscape and wilderness 
intersect, how such intersections are conceptualised by different categories of resource users, and 
the practicalities of managing land as a cultural landscape. Understanding wilderness as a cultural 
landscape starts with accepting the concept of wilderness as a cultural framework for negotiating 
human/nature relationships.  If that premise is accepted, as well as the narratives of wilderness as a 
part of Australian and American national heritage, wilderness protected areas could also potentially 
be reconceptualised as cultural landscapes. 
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The World Heritage Committee has defined the cultural landscape, seeking evidence that areas are 
“illustrative of the evolution of human society and settlement over time, under the influence of the 
physical constraints and/or opportunities presented by their natural environment and of successive 
social, economic and cultural forces, both external and internal” (World Heritage Centre 2017, s. 
II.A.47). In particular, wilderness protected areas might be understood as ‘associative cultural 
landscapes’, a category defined as landscapes with “powerful religious, artistic or cultural 
associations of the natural element rather than material cultural evidence, which may be 
insignificant or even absent” (World Heritage Centre 2017, Annex 3, s. I.10.iii). Greider and 
Garkovich (1994, p. 2) argue that “through sociocultural phenomena, the physical environment is 
transformed into landscapes that are the reflections of how we define ourselves”. Wilderness areas 
need not be physically transformed in order to become cultural landscapes; rather, they are 
ideologically transformed through powerful cultural association. 
 
For example, the management practices prescribed for wilderness areas in the Wilderness Act 
(USA) are in themselves cultural practices that reflect the narrative of wilderness heritage that sees 
humans as incompatible. To achieve this wilderness character, the Wilderness Act prescribes strict 
use restrictions, such as a prohibition on the use of mechanical transport, installation of structures or 
motorised equipment of any kind. For example, these restrictions preclude the use of chainsaws in 
Wilderness areas, even for temporary tasks such as removing a fallen tree from a trail; this must be 
done with the use of a handsaw (Wilderness Act, s. 4c). The restriction on mechanical or motorised 
equipment within wilderness areas is one example of how wilderness can be characterised as a 
cultural landscape – the landscape of the wilderness area is transformed when certain cultural values 
are exercised (or explicitly not exercised) within its boundaries.   
 
Such ideological reconceptualisations can lead to new management paradigms, such as employing a 
“landscape approach”, defined by Singer (2005) as:  
An analytical and/or normative perspective that is based on the interaction between people 
and nature. It explores the relationships between past and present natural and social 
processes that contribute to shape a contiguous area of high social, biological, and/or 
aesthetic value. This approach is universally applicable yet emphasizes the identity of each 
landscape through the unique conﬁguration of the processes involved (p. 51).  
 
The application of a landscape approach to wilderness management is demonstrated in the Great 
Bear Rainforest in British Columbia, Canada, where researchers are working on remapping 
wilderness areas in an attempt to capture sociocultural priorities for land use as well as ecological 
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priorities (Clapp 2004).The basis of this work is the argument that “a redeﬁnition of wilderness is 
needed, as a nature-society hybrid hospitable to wildlife and to native ecosystems broadly 
construed, rather than oﬀ limits to humankind” (Clapp 2004, p. 840). The success of this approach 
is diﬃcult to map, but it is a stepping stone in acknowledging that even in landscapes where 
“natural disturbance regimes dominate”, cultural landscapes may still form (Clapp 2004, p. 857). 
Park managers in New South Wales, Australia, manage a wilderness park, Washpool National Park, 
around the concept of landscape as “a living entity…the product of change, dynamic patterns and 
evolving interrelationships between past ecosystems, history and cultures” (Brown 2012, p. 100). 
Managers conceptualise the “forest as historic artefact” (Brown 2012, p. 103) in the process of 
assessing the forest character they are seeking to preserve.  
 
A landscape approach is accompanied by its own theoretical and practical issues, which bear 
exploring in the context of wilderness.  
“Applying the landscape approach to protected area management contains a logical fallacy: 
it involves exploring the interrelation between humans and nature as a means of preserving 
only natural outcomes. Moreover, it would amount to considering a protected area as an 
outcome in itself rather than a tool. In short, it represents an incomplete paradigm shift 
because while the instrument changes (fortress to landscape), the outcome (the protected 
area) remains identical” (Singer 2005, p. 55).  
 
Additional research is needed to assess how these cultural heritage approaches to wilderness impact 
on conﬂicts over wilderness or protected areas more generally.  
 
8.3.4 – Tasmania’s special timber heritage 
Tasmania’s special timber sector was discussed in Chapters Four, Five and Six, primarily in the 
context of how shifting wilderness boundaries in Tasmania have impacted on the sector’s ability to 
access the timber types needed for their craft. The data collection for this section revealed, however, 
that the craftspeople who work with Tasmanian timbers, both for pleasure and income, have so 
many other stories they want to tell. Mark, a special timber craftsman: 
You had this whole melting pot of boatbuilding skills that were put together over 200 
years ago and have developed not only to the local conditions but also utilised the local 
timbers and certain techniques. So even though it’s only fairly young as cultural heritage 
goes, it is recognised as a very important part of the fabric of our society here (TAS-I09 
2016). 
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The European heritage of Tasmanian wood craft, particularly wooden boat-building, has primarily 
been a study of history and archaeology. There are academic works on the technical aspects of 
wooden boat-building and the role of such craft in the broader British colonial project (e.g. Bullers 
2005; Clayton 2012), as well as Tasmania’s maritime archaeology and heritage more broadly (e.g. 
Nash 2003; Richards 2003; Mulvaney 2007). The economic aspects of the sector have also been 
analysed extensively by the government as well (see Chapter Four). The heritage of Tasmania’s 
timber craft seems to be of interest to the Australian public, as evidenced by annual attendance at 
the Australian Wooden Boat Festival (215,000 in 2017) (Australian Wooden Boat Festival n.d.b); 
glossy magazine spreads, websites, and museums (e.g. Discover Tasmania n.d., Living Wood 
Tasmania n.d.; Denholm 2015; Hawkins 2015); and highly sought-after boats, musical instruments, 
and furniture (Indufor 2014).  
 
The anthropology and heritage literature, however, are limited on the stories of community, 
heritage-making, connection to place (both land and sea), and folklore of Tasmanian special timber 
craftspeople. There is debate within the sector itself about whether it is threatened and special 
timber craft is in danger of dying out, however there is enough doubt to create a sense of urgency 
around the study of Tasmanian craft-timber heritage. As discussed throughout the thesis, the special 
timbers sector has been caught in the middle of ‘big timber’ and ‘big conservation’ politics. The 
stories of people within the industry have been overshadowed by these much larger political forces 
and their contribution to the cultural and natural heritage of Australia is not well explored in the 
academic literature. The limited data on the Tasmanian special timbers sector collected for this 
thesis did not proffer a specific theoretical or practical research question, but rather provided a 
tantalising glimpse into the potential ethnographic richness of this community and their craft.  
 
This thesis sought to explore how the concept of wilderness is experienced politically. The thesis 
used the perspective of political ecology to show how the idea of wilderness mediates human 
relationships to nature, both physically and symbolically. It successfully argued that wilderness 
protected areas can be understood as a territorialisation practice that defines, delineates, and 
controls peoples’ actions and relationships to nature. Through the stories of wilderness legislation 
and management on the Olympic Peninsula, USA, and Tasmania, Australia, it demonstrated how 
wilderness is used to assert physical and narrative control over geographic areas, and in turn the 
underlying human/nature relationships in society. 
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Appendix 1 – Tasmania, Australia case study database 
A1.1 – Primary data 
Table 1: Tasmania Interviews 
Data code Year Text name Category Org type Description 
TAS-I01 2015 Max Federal 
Government 
Advisory Male, approx. 50-65 years old, an 
academic who provides advice to 
the Commonwealth Government on 
management of the TWWHA. 
TAS-I02 2015 Dean State/regional 
Government 
Government 
department 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
employee of the Tasmania Parks 
and Wildlife Service in a leadership 
position. 
TAS-I03 2015 Andy Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation  
advocacy 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
member of a Tasmanian 
conservation advocacy group in a 
leadership position. Also a previous 
employee of the Parks and Wildlife 
Service. 
TAS-I04 2015 Gary State/regional 
government 
Government 
department 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
employee of the Dept of Primary 
Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment in a leadership 
position. 
TAS-I05 2015 Gavin State/regional 
government 
Government 
department 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
employee of the Dept of Primary 
Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment. 
TAS-I06 2015 Dillon Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Tourism 
sector 
advocacy 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, an 
employee at a leading Tasmanian 
tourism advocacy group in a 
leadership position.  
 
 
225 
 
 
  
TAS-I07 2015 Chris Commercial 
enterprise 
Tourism 
sector 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
works for an eco-tourism business 
that operates within the TWWHA 
and an unofficial spokesman 
amongst some local eco-tourism 
companies. 
TAS-I08 2015 Derek Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation  
advocacy 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
employee of a Tasmanian 
conservation advocacy group in a 
leadership position. 
TAS-I09 2016 Mark Commercial 
enterprise 
Forestry 
sector 
advocacy  
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
specialty timbers worker who owns 
his own small business in the sector.  
TAS-I10 2016 Greg Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation  
advocacy/ 
Forestry 
sector 
advocacy 
 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
retired Tasmanian forester. Now 
works primarily in sustainable 
forestry advocacy and education. 
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Table 2: Tasmania on-site observation 
Data code Year Location Activity 
TAS-B01 2015 Hobart 2 weeks in Hobart, Tasmania’s largest city, and 
surrounding area, including visiting Huon Valley, 
Geeveston Forest & Heritage Centre, Hartz Mountain 
National Park and surrounding forestry areas and 
forest reserves. Informal conversations with local 
business owners. 
TAS-B02 2016 Launceston and Burnie 2 days in Launceston and Burnie, cities on the 
northern end of Tasmania. Launceston and Burnie 
have historically been major shipping hubs for 
Tasmania, reliant on export commodity markets. This 
area is also home to most of the political discontent 
with wilderness. 
TAS-B03 2016 Jerusalem Walls, 
TWWHA 
2 days “rugged” walk in wilderness area, including 
informal conversations with other walkers, on the 
northern side of TWWHA. 
TAS-B04 2016 Corina Wilderness  
Resort, Tarkine 
2 days “luxury” wilderness experience, informal 
conversations with other visitors in Western Tas. This 
is a forestry area in the Tarkine rainforest that is not 
protected by the TWWHA and has been the source of 
various protests. Visited areas added to TWWHA in 
2013 extension. Visited previous logging coupes.  
TAS-B05 2016 Strahan waterfront, 
Strahan 
1 day in village on the edge of the TWWHA that 
relies on tourism and specialty timbers. The town 
used to be a major hub for timber. Informal 
conversations with shop owners who rely on “timber” 
tourism, people purchasing specialty timber products. 
TAS-B06 2016 West Coast Wilderness 
Railway and   
Queenstown 
1 day on tourist railway, branded as “wilderness 
railway”. Informal conversations with employees of 
the company about wilderness tourism. Queenstown 
used to rely on mining, but is now trying to transition 
to tourism. 
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TAS-B07 2016 Lake St Clair,     
TWWHA 
2 days at Lake St Clair Lodge, including visiting the 
wilderness areas and tourist areas and having 
informal conversations with Lodge employees. Lake 
St Clair is in a central area of TWWHA in one of the 
most popular wilderness destinations.  
TAS-B08 2016 Lake Pedder 1 day at Lake Pedder, the site of the first wilderness 
conflict in Tasmania and now a large dam. 
TAS-B09 2016 Mt Field, TWWHA 2 days visiting Mt Field NP, in the southern 
TWWHA only an hour from Hobart. This area was 
part of the 2013 boundary extensions. 
TAS-B10 2016 Tasmania, unspecified Visit to special timbers workshop for participant 
Mark and informal conversations with employees of 
his business. 
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Table 3: Tasmania personal correspondence 
Data code Year Data type Description 
TAS-C01 2016 Personal interview Phone conversations with Andy, member of a Tasmanian 
conservation advocacy group in a leadership position. 
Also a previous employee of the Parks and Wildlife 
Service, regarding wilderness management issues. 
TAS-C02 2016 Correspondence Emails with Mark, a specialty timbers worker who owns 
his own small business in the sector, regarding ongoing 
issues in Tasmanian wilderness protection. 
TAS-C03 2016 Correspondence Emails with Mark, a specialty timbers worker who owns 
his own small business in the sector, regarding history 
and ongoing issues with management of the TWWHA 
and the political relationships among the State 
Government, Commonwealth Government and 
UNESCO. 
TAS-C04 2016 Correspondence Emails with Greg, a retired Tasmanian forester, 
regarding ongoing issues in Tasmanian forestry. 
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A1.2 – Secondary data 
Table 4: Documents and websites 
Data code Citation details 
TAS-S01 PWS Parks and Wildlife Service Tasmania 1999, Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area Management Plan, Hobart. 
TAS-S02 DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2014, 
Draft Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan, Hobart. 
TAS-S03 DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2016, 
Report from the Director of National Parks and Wildlife to the Tasmanian Planning 
Commission on Public Representations Received on the Draft Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 2014, Hobart. 
TAS-S04 Denman, A 2014, RE: Inquiry into the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, 
Submission on behalf of the Tasmanian Special Timbers Alliance (TSTA), Standing 
Committee on Environment and Communications References Committee, 07 March. 
TAS-S05 DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2016, 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Draft Management Plan 2014 - 
Director's report - Appendix E representations 7077-7226, Hobart. 
TAS-S06 Wood, M 2013, Submission to the Tasmanian Legislative Council, Inquiry into the 
Tasmanian Forest Agreement Bill 2012, Parliament of Tasmania, 15 January, 
Hobart. 
TAS-S07 Burgman, M and Robinson, A 2012, Review of Tasmanian Forest Estate Wood 
Supply Scenarios, Final Report to the Independent Verification Group, 
Intergovernmental Agreement, Version 9.9, March 7, University of Melbourne, 
Melbourne. 
TAS-S08 PWS Parks and Wildlife Service Tasmania, n.d., Experience, Tasmanian 
Government, viewed 15 October 2018 and archived at 
<https://web.archive.org/web/20180903113356/https://www.threecapestrack.com.au/
experience.html>. 
TAS-S09 Department of State Growth 2017, Tasmanian Special Species Management Plan, 
State of Tasmania, Hobart. 
TAS-S10 PWS Parks and Wildlife Service Tasmania 2017, Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area, viewed 24 February 2019 at 
<https://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=391>. 
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TAS-S11 Tourism Tasmania n.d., Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Areas, viewed 24 
February 2019 at <https://www.discovertasmania.com.au/about/world-heritage-
areas/wilderness>. 
TAS-S12 DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2016, 
Frequently Asked Questions, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area  
(TWWHA) Management Plan, Tasmanian Government, Hobart. 
TAS-S13 DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2018, 
About the Department, viewed 05 November 2018 at 
<https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/about-the-department>.  
TAS-S14 PWS Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 2008, About PWS, Vision and Mission, 
viewed 05 November 2018 at <https://www.parks.tas.gov.au/index.aspx?base=812>.  
TAS-S15 DPIPWE Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2017, 
‘Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan Project’, viewed 05 
November 2018 and archived at 
<https://web.archive.org/web/20170405094931/http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/conservatio
n/ tasmanian-wilderness-world-heritage-area/new-tasmanian-wilderness-world-
heritage-area-management-plan>. 
TAS-S16 Tasmanian Planning Commission 2016, Review of the ‘DRAFT Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 2014’: Director’s report and 
representations, July, Tasmanian Planning Commission, Hobart. 
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Appendix 2 – Olympic Peninsula, USA case study database 
A2.1 – Primary data 
Table 1: Olympic Peninsula interviews 
Data code Year Text name Category Org type Description 
OP-I01 2014 Bob Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Forestry    
sector  
advocacy 
Male, approx. 65-80 years old, 
retired from forestry sector and 
now is an unofficial spokesperson 
for several activist groups who 
advocate for forestry workers. 
OP-I02 2014 Esther Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Forestry 
sector 
advocacy 
Female, approx. 50-65 years old, 
runs an advocacy group for 
forestry workers. 
OP-I03 2014 Richard Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation 
advocacy 
Male, approx. 65-80 years old, 
works for environmental group 
that advocates for conservation 
interests regarding Olympic 
National Park. Previously was a 
National Park Service employee. 
OP-I04 2014 Dave Commercial 
enterprise 
Forestry 
sector 
advocacy 
Male, approx. 65-80 years old, 
employed by local timber 
company. Also an unofficial 
spokesperson for forestry interests 
and works closely with 
government.  
OP-I05 2015 Jerry Commercial 
enterprise 
Tourism 
sector 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
manages a wilderness tourism 
company that uses Olympic 
National Park lands.   
OP-I06 2014 Adam Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation 
advocacy 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
unofficial spokesperson for group 
supporting the Wild Olympics 
campaign. Previously was a 
National Park Service employee. 
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OP-I07 2014 Harold Federal 
Government 
Government 
department 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
employee of National Park Service 
in Olympic National Park. 
OP-I08 2015 Joe Federal 
Government 
Government 
department 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
employee of National Park Service 
in Washington D.C.  
OP-I09 2014 Frank Commercial 
enterprise 
Forestry 
sector 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
employed in a management 
position at a timber company on 
the Olympic Peninsula and was 
involved in Wild Olympics 
negotiations.  
OP-I10 2015 Marianne Federal 
Government 
Government 
department 
Female, approx. 35-50 years old, 
Employee of National Park 
Service in Olympic National Park. 
OP-I11 2014 Paul State/regional 
Government 
Government 
department 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
employee of local government 
department on the Olympic 
Peninsula and was involved in 
Wild Olympics negotiations.  
OP-I12 2015 Judy Federal 
Government 
Government 
department 
Female, approx. 35-50 years old, 
employee of National Park Service 
in Olympic National Park in a 
leadership position. 
OP-I13 2015 Jeff Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation 
advocacy 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
works for environmental group 
that advocates for conservation 
interests regarding Olympic 
National Park. Closely involved 
with a number of wilderness 
debates on the Peninsula and is an 
unofficial spokesperson for the 
local conservation community. 
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OP-I14 2014 Patrick Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation 
advocacy 
Male, approx. 35-50 years old, 
worked on the Wild Olympics 
campaign and an unofficial 
spokesperson for topics 
concerning the campaign. 
OP-I15 2015 Silas Non-
governmental 
organisation 
Conservation 
advocacy  
 
Male, approx. 50-65 years old, 
employee of a large environmental 
non-governmental organisation 
that is closely involved in 
wilderness issues in Washington 
state, in a leadership position. 
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Table 2: Olympic Peninsula on-site observation 
Data code Year Location Activity 
OP-B01 2014 Port Townsend 3-day visit to Port Townsend, a relatively wealthy 
village on the northeast tip of the OP. The village was 
never dependant on the timber economy and has fairly 
successfully transitioned into a tourist and retirement 
destination. Activities included visiting the historical 
society, tourist areas and local historical sites related to 
pioneer/timber getter history. 
OP-B02 2014 Forks 2-week stay in Forks, a logging town in the western 
Olympic Peninsula, on the edge of the Olympic National 
Park. The town is struggling to transition from logging to 
tourism and it was once a much larger timber town. 
Informal conversations with patrons at café, natural 
resources office, staff in city department. Visited the 
Hoh Rainforest Visitor’s Centre, wilderness areas on 
western section of the Park, and areas proposed for Park 
extension in Wild Olympics. 
OP-B03 2014 Greys Harbour 1-day visit with participant Bob on his timber property, 
discussing issues with timber management, interactions 
with environmental groups and the government. 
OP-B04 2014 Port Angeles 1-week stay in Port Angeles, a town called the “gateway 
to the Olympic National Park”, on the northern side of 
the Peninsula. Port Angeles is still a timber community, 
but also trying to transition to a tourist economy. 
Activities here included visits to historical society, 
timber docks and historic downtown. Also visit to ONP 
Visitor’s Centre, informal conversations with Park 
rangers. 
OP-B05 2014 Hurricane Ridge,  
ONP 
Visit for the day with participant Dave. Dave provided 
interpretation for different forest uses and histories 
between Port Angeles and Hurricane Ridge, discussing 
political forest issues. 
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OP-B06 2014 Olympic National 
Park, Port Angeles 
entrance 
Several days of hiking in the wilderness areas in ONP. 
 
OP-B07 2015 Various, Olympic 
Peninsula 
Several days hiking in National Forest wilderness areas. 
Visit to Lake Crescent Lodge. Visits to various areas 
debated for use as “working” forests or “wilderness” 
forests. 
OP-B08 2015 Forks 4-day stay in Forks. Visited wilderness areas on western 
section of the Park, including areas where management 
could change under the proposed Wilderness 
Stewardship Plan. 
OP-B09 2015 Port Angeles 3-day stay in Port Angeles. Visit to ONP Headquarters 
for discussions of project with ONP staff. Hurricane 
Ridge/Hurricane Ridge Visitor’s Centre. 
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Table 3: Olympic Peninsula personal correspondence 
Data code Year Data type Description 
OP-C01 2014 Personal interview Interview with Mayor of Forks, WA. He was not 
a formal participant in the study and this 
interview was not structured, recorded or 
transcribed. 
OP-C02 2014 Correspondence  Emails with participant Patrick regarding the 
development of the Wild Olympics proposal.  
OP-C03 2014 Correspondence 
 
Emails with participant Dave regarding forestry, 
wilderness and forest relationships on the 
Olympic Peninsula. 
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A2.2 – Secondary data 
Table 4: Documents and websites 
Data code Citation details 
OP-S01 US National Park Service n.d., Olympic National Park Port Angeles, Washington, 
viewed 24 February 2019 at 
<https://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/worldheritagesites/Olympic_National_Park.htm>. 
OP-S02 Clallam County Republican Party 2011, Resolution against Wild Olympics 
Campaign, Central Committee of the Clallam County Republican Party, Port 
Angeles, viewed 19 October 2018 and archived at 
<https://web.archive.org/web/20181019004456/https://clallamrepublicans.org/pdf_d
ocs /Wild%20Olympics%20Resolution-FINAL,%2011.22.2011.pdf>. 
OP-S03 Underwood, D & Cross J 2012, Analysis of the Wild Olympics Wilderness and Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act of 2012: economic impacts and opportunities, Report to: Port 
of Port Angeles, Clallam County, City of Forks, 26 November, Port Angeles, viewed 
19 October 2018 and archived at 
<https://web.archive.org/web/20181019014341/https://kxro.files.wordpress.com/ 
2012/11/wolimpactanalysisfull11-26-12.pdf>.  
OP-S04 Olympic Peninsula Tourism Commission 2018, Lush Rain Forests. Alpine 
Wilderness. Rugged Beaches, visited 24 February 2019 at 
<https://olympicpeninsula.org/stories/olympic-national-park/>. 
OP-S05 NOTAC North Olympic Timber Action Committee 2012, Original Wild Olympics 
Opposition, North Olympic Timber Action Committee, Port Angeles, viewed 01 
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